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Introduction

We live  in  an  age that  calls  for  radical  political  ideas.  The liberal
consensus  that  has  ruled  the  West  since  the  mid-20th  century  is
growing  progressively  chaotic  and  more  desperate.  The  fruits  of
multiculturalism,  non-white  immigration,  and  Jewish  cultural
domination are becoming ever more nauseating and obnoxious, and
traditionally-minded  whites  are  looking  for  an  alternative.  In  this
book  I  hope  to  make  the  case  for  one  such  alternative:  radical
Americanism. By radical Americanism I mean the recovery of the true
essence of America that has shaped our nation and led to our greatest
achievements.  This  true  understanding  of  America  is  radical  both
because it goes back to the roots of Americanism and because it offers
a  vision  of  society  that  is  completely  at  odds  with  the  left-wing
globalist system under which we currently live. 

Historical narrative, whether true or false, becomes a standard
by which contemporary behavior is judged. This is why the original
nature  of  Americanism is  so strongly contested.  A wide  variety  of
different political groups, including both Democrats and Republicans,
will use “un-American” as a term to identify those who are a threat to
“who we really are.” The only people in our country who embrace the
label of “un-American” are some those on the far-left (such as self-
professed  communists)  and  on  the  far-right  (such  as  monarchists),
although  even  in  these  cases  one's  attitude  towards  contemporary
Americanism  is  tied  to  one's  perceptions  about  American  history.
Historical narrative goes much deeper than mere intellectual opinion,
as it is the myth that mobilizes nations for wars and revolution. Even
those who have spent absolutely no time or effort  studying history
have  very  strong  opinions  about  what  the  history  of  their  own
community  is  and what  that  history  means  for  political  life  today.
Given the importance that belongs to historical narrative, it is to be
expected  that  the  version  of  American  history  promoted  by
mainstream liberals  and  conservatives  would  be  highly  inaccurate.
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Perhaps more surprisingly,  many on the far-right  have also largely
failed to appreciate the true nature of Americanism and what it means
for our current political situation.

I propose that traditional Americanism can best be understood
and  defined  through  four  principal  ideas:  Protestant  Christianity,
white  racial  identity,  pioneer  independence,  and  European  culture.
These ideas were consciously or unconsciously present in the hearts
and minds of nearly all Americans from the colonial era up until the
1960s.  America would not  have been America  without  any one of
these four ideas,  and our nation can never  become truly American
again  without  reclaiming  all  of  these  ideas.  Liberal  and
neoconservative  accounts  of  American  history  alternately  distort,
downplay,  deny, or grudgingly criticize these ideas,  but they never
present  and embrace  them in a  full  and honest  way.  For example,
neoconservatives  will  acknowledge  that  white  racial  identity  (or
“racism”) did exist in early America, but then they go on to say that
rather  than  being  a  defining  feature  of  Americanism,  white  racial
identity was actually contrary to it. 

These  four  principal  ideas  go deeper  than  any of  the  mere
surface  phenomena  of  American  history,  such  as  particular  laws,
policies, or even the Constitution itself. Thus we can see that many
conservatives today have a fundamentally backwards understanding
of  Americanism.  These  conservatives  believe  that  the  Constitution
and the values  expressed in it  have actually  caused America to be
what it is, and therefore they also believe that the Constitution can
cause  other  people  (including  Jews,  Muslims,  Africans,  etc.)  to
become just like us. This superficial and inorganic understanding of
culture and nationhood is easily refuted by the fact that foreign, non-
white nations have adopted constitutions very similar to ours and yet
do not resemble America at all. Constitutions do not emerge out of
nothing. Rather, they are expressions of a great complex of factors
that have developed over millennia. We cannot expect any success in
reforming our nation if we do not first understand its deeper roots.

At the same time, I must make it clear that this book is not a
simple paean to Americanism. The corrupting vices of Americanism
that  have  been  present  from  a  very  early  period  must  not  be
overlooked. Foremost amongst these vices are humanistic philosophy,
Christian philosemitism, an insufficient hostility to the money power,
and a vulgarization of life. I examine all of these vices and explore
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specifically American remedies to these problems, thereby countering
the standard far-right solution of countering American vices by trying
to  directly  copy  European  models  and  ideas.  Of  course, white
Americans and Europeans are of the same race and, broadly speaking,
they are of the same cultural background; but at the same time,  we
must recognize the real differences that have developed over time. It
is  also  worth  noting  that  Europe  has  its  own particular  vices  (for
example,  a  stunning  lack  of  public  morality,  a  misplaced  trust  in
centralized government, etc.), and it is not as if Europe has been more
immune than America to the scourges of multiculturalism or sexual
degeneracy. 

The nature of Americanism is a topic that I have explored in
various  articles  and  essays  over  the  last  seven  years.  This  book
includes several of those previous writings together with some new
material. Certain sections include references to events that occurred at
the time the original articles were written, but I hope that this does not
disrupt  the  unity  of  the  work.  This  research  has  revealed  that  the
original America was a nation that was orientated towards the eternal
in  the  person  of  Jesus  Christ,  focused  on  the  future  through  the
advance of the pioneers, and rooted in the past through Anglo-Saxon
law, Greco-Roman culture and white European blood. It is my sincere
prayer and hope that, by the grace of God, we can understand and
recover radical Americanism.

   11



12



1. America and Christianity

What we think about God is the most important thing about us, and by
consequence, what  a  nation  thinks  about  God  is  of  tremendous
significance. The role of religion in American history is therefore one
of  the  areas  of  greatest  contention  when  discussing  our  national
heritage and future. This debate can be seen in numerous books and
articles, with the left arguing that America was founded as a secular
Enlightenment nation in which religion was to play no role in politics
or public life, and the mainstream Right frequently arguing that the
founding  fathers  were  all  Evangelical  Christians  (sometimes  even
going  so  far  as  to  claim  that  the  Constitution  itself  is  a  divinely-
inspired document). Amongst the far-right, the debate usually focuses
on  the  claim  that  many  of  the  founding  fathers  were  deists  and
Freemasons,  and  that  therefore  the  nation  has  been  profoundly
influenced  by  Enlightenment  philosophy  from the  very  beginning.
These far-right critics argue that all of the negative developments in
American  history  over  the  last  200  years,  such  as  liberalism,
feminism, secularism, multiculturalism, etc., are the inevitable result
of the philosophical ideas of the founding fathers, and that therefore
our American heritage must be completely abandoned.

My contention is that the truth is much more complicated than
any of these arguments admit. I believe that an investigation of the
historical facts brings many surprises and disappointments to all sides,
while  at  the  same  time  providing  a  treasure  of  resources  and
precedents that we can use in our efforts to revive America.

I. RELIGION IN EARLY AMERICAN SOCIETY

It is not surprising that the least intelligent and most poorly informed
arguments are those of the mainstream left, with the arguments of the
mainstream right not far behind. The mainstream leftist argument that
the  founding  fathers  intended  to  banish  religion  from politics  and
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public life is absurd. To support this argument, they rely on a handful
of out of context quotes and a misrepresentation of the purpose of the
First Amendment. Mainstream conservatives are somewhat better on
this issue in that they do affirm that the founding fathers assumed that
the Christian faith of American citizens would inform their political
choices,  but these conservatives still  shy away from embracing the
full vision of the founding generation of our country. This is because
these mainstream conservatives wish to focus almost exclusively on
the personal piety or the citizenry,  not on the role that Christianity
should play in legislating public morality.

The  following  passage  from  R.J.  Rushdoony  provides  a
picture  of  the  public  role  of  Christianity  in  early  America.  It  is
obvious that many contemporary conservatives would be horrified by
this situation:

“The colonies  were  by nature  and history Christian.  Not  only  the
religious settlements of New England and the central states, but the
Southern  colonies  as  well  had their  specifically  Christian  purpose
and  character…The concept  of  a  secular  state  was  virtually  non-
existent  in  1776  as  well  as  in  1787,  when  the  Constitution  was
written, and no less so when the Bill of Rights was adopted. To read
the  Constitution  as  the  charter  for  a  secular  state  is  to  misread
history, and to misread it radically. The Constitution was designed to
perpetuate a Christian order...

Why then is there, in the main, an absence of any reference to
Christianity  in the Constitution?…There is an absence of reference
because the framers of the Constitution did not believe that this was
an area of jurisdiction for the federal government. It would not have
occurred to them to attempt to reestablish that which the colonists
had fought  against,  namely,  religious  control  and establishment  by
the central government. The colonists would not have tolerated power
in the Federal Union which they had rebelled against when claimed
by Crown and Parliament. Every constituent state had some form of
Christian establishment or settlement which it jealously guarded. This
was an area of states' rights, not of federal control. The Constitution,
through  its  doctrine  of  express  powers,  had  barred  the  federal
government from any jurisdiction over the churches by omission of
reference  to  them  in  the  grants  of  powers.  Nonetheless,  many
clergymen  as  well  as  others  were  fearful  and  demanded  a  bill  of

14



rights and the specific exclusion of the federal government from the
realm of religion.

The First Amendment answered this demand: 'Congress shall
make no laws respecting an establishment of religion, or prohibiting
the free exercise thereof.' It should be noted, first, that nothing is here
said about the separation of church and state. No such separation of
Christianity, or church, and the state existed anywhere in the United
States before, or, for some generations, after, the ratification of this
amendment. Second, the federal government did not secularize itself.
Congress, both before and after ratification, began its sessions with
divine worship and felt no inhibition in exercising its faith. Moreover,
by reenacting the Northwest Ordinance of July 13,  1787, after the
adoption of the First Amendment, the federal government continued
the policy of Article III of that Ordinance: 'Religion,  morality,  and
knowledge being necessary to good government and the happiness of
mankind,  schools  and  the  means  of  education  shall  forever  be
encouraged.' To ensure the Christian order of the potential states, the
territories were to be helped in this respect. Third, the rights of the
constituent  states  to  maintain  their  Christian  order  without
interference was underscored by barring Congress, i.e.,  the federal
government, from either establishing or prohibiting religion. What the
thirteen Christian republics had fought to uphold against Crown and
Parliament they refused to surrender to a federal government. The
freedom of the First Amendment from federal interference is not from
religion but for religion in the constituent states.

The establishments  and settlements  in  the constituent  states
were definitely and specifically Christian.  In most states, single or
plural establishment prevailed. Where no church was established,
Christianity as such was nonetheless firmly entrenched. There were
religious requirements for citizenship and suffrage, religious oaths,
laws prohibiting blasphemy, laws requiring a trinitarian faith, or a
firm  belief  in  the  infallibility  of  Scripture,  and  laws  barring
unbelievers as witnesses in court. Court decisions sometimes cited
Biblical law when civil laws did not entirely fit the case. In many
areas, laws against unbelief were on the statute books. A man could
be imprisoned for atheism…The laws were premised on the fact that
the respective states were Christian, and anti-Christianity constituted
treasonable activity or belief.”  (emphasis added) (The Nature of the
American System, Ross House Books, 2001, pages 7-9)
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The  passage  of  the  Bill  of  Rights  did  not  invalidate  the  religious
establishments that existed in the states,  and religious requirements
for voting and holding office persisted for many decades. 

This  truth  is  very  uncomfortable  for  many  contemporary
liberals and conservatives, and it becomes even more uncomfortable
when  one  considers  that  Jews  were  one  of  the  principal  groups
excluded  from politics,  as  religious  tests  for  political  involvement
frequently required an affirmation of the Trinity and the truth of the
New  Testament.  In  his  book  A  Concise  History  of  American
Antisemitism,  Robert  Michael  points  out  that  Connecticut  “did not
recognize Jewish equality until 1843”(page 57), that in Rhode Island
“Jews  were  not  considered  full  citizens  until  1842”(page  60),  and
that,

“[n]ot until 1844 did Jews, despite an early charter that guaranteed
freedom of conscience, achieve full rights in New Jersey, which had
required officeholders to affirm their belief  in 'God the Father and
Christ  the Son.'  In  North Carolina,  the Episcopal  Church was the
established sect from 1701, and Jews were unable to hold office de
jure until 1868; in New Hampshire until 1876, state representatives
and senators had to be Protestants. The issue of Jewish office holding
was later debated in Kentucky, Tennessee, Colorado and California.”
(page 66)

Michael further points out that in the decision in the Supreme Court
case Vidal V. Girard's Executors (1844) the “principle...agreed to by
a  unanimous  court...was  that  the  United  States  was  a  Christian
country,  and that all  other religions  held an inferior status” (page
79). Supreme Court Justice Joseph Story concluded that,

“only  the  New  Testament  teaches  the  purest,  clearest,  and  most
perfect principles of morality and that it would be impossible 'in a
Christian country' like the United States for a school to be established
'for  the  propagation  of  Judaism,  or  Deism,  or  any  other  form of
infidelity.  [This  right]  is  not  presumed  to  exist  in  a  Christian
country.”
(page 80)
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The  exclusion  of  Jews  from political  life  in  the  early  republic  is
especially  significant  given  the  destructive  role  that  Jews  play  in
contemporary  America.  Jews  have  been  at  the  forefront  of  every
corrosive  social  and political  movement,  promoting  miscegenation,
non-white immigration, communism, feminism and sexual liberation.
The  Jews  have  become  the  most  powerful  enemy  to  traditional
Americanism as they aggressively attempt to undermine the principal
foundations of our nation. In searching for a solution to this problem,
we  should  strive  to  return  to  the  purest  period  of  the  Republic
immediately  following  the  Revolution.  In  this  era  Jews  were
marginalized  both  implicitly  and  explicitly.  The  written  laws  of
several  of  the  states  boldly  declared  that  Jews  could  not  fully
participate in the political process because of their rejection of Jesus
as the Messiah. While the Jews certainly despise white racial identity,
their  hatred  of  Jesus  runs  much  deeper.  Betraying  and  murdering
Jesus is the foundational act of Judaism and the key feature of Jewish
identity.  Their  cultural  and political  activism revolves  around their
rejection of Jesus, and that is why they have such a strong desire to
erase White Christian nations such as America. 

II. SECULARISM AND THE NATIONAL COVENANT 

R.J. Rushdoony, who was quoted above, remains the most competent
defender  of  the  thesis  that  America  had a  fundamentally  Christian
founding. His position, however, has been challenged by his son-in-
law and disciple Gary North in his book Conspiracy in Philadelphia:
Origins of the United States Constitution. North makes a compelling
argument  that  the  framers  of  the  Constitution  had  anti-Christian,
Masonic motives for revising the governing document of the nation.
According  to  North, the  adoption  of  the  Constitution  was  the
fundamental turning point in American history because the American
people entered into a new national covenant that intentionally avoided
invoking God. From this point forward, argues North, America has
officially been a secular state, and every secular abomination that has
confronted  America  over  the  last  two  centuries  has  been  in  some
sense a consequence of its secular foundation in the Constitution. His
arguments  are  definitely  worthy  of  consideration,  especially  since
North is  a  conservative  Presbyterian and theonomist,  which means
that,  unlike  many  other  far-right  detractors  of  the  Constitution,  he

   17



does  not  favor  neo-pagan  or  Roman  Catholic  alternatives  to
traditional Americanism.

I  would  like  to  preface  my examination  of  North's  specific
points  by  saying  that  while  I  do  not  deny  the  influence  of
Enlightenment  philosophy  in  early  America,  we  must  put  this
influence into proper perspective before jettisoning too much of our
American heritage. In the introduction of this book, I posited that the
four  principal  aspects  that  define  Americanism  are  Protestant
Christianity,  white  racial  identity,  pioneer  independence,  and
European  culture.  The  last  of  these  four,  “European  culture,”  is
intentionally  broad,  and  covers  both  the  Classical  and  the
Enlightenment influences on America. It is undeniable that many of
the  most  prominent  founding  fathers  were  deists,  Freemasons,
Unitarians,  or  had  otherwise  departed  from  traditional  orthodox
Protestantism.  This  list  includes  George  Washington,  Benjamin
Franklin,  Thomas Jefferson,  John Adams and James Madison.  The
efforts of poorly informed mainstream conservatives to present these
men  as  committed  Evangelical  Christians  are  laughable,  as  the
evidence  from  the  behavior  and  private  writings  of  these  men  is
irrefutable.  While  this  list  of  apostate  founding fathers  certainly  is
impressive, there is also good reason to be skeptical about the idea
that America has always been a “Masonic Enlightenment plot.” 

In  assessing  the  true  influence  of  Enlightenment  ideas  on
America,  we  must  ask  ourselves,  to  what  degree  did  the  apostate
founding fathers transform American society? And to what degree did
the Enlightenment transform European culture during the same time
period? 

To the first question, the truth is that men such as Jefferson,
Adams  and  Madison  had  a  minimal  impact  on  the  trajectory  of
America when one looks at the cultural  factors and influences  that
shaped the  world  into  which  those  men were born.  The American
colonies already possessed a strong heritage of pioneer independence
and republicanism. Many of the colonies had been founded by Puritan
dissenters whose co-religionists overthrew the British monarch in the
1640s.  The  seeds  planted  in  the  early  17th  century  were  already
leading to the eventual creation of an independent republic in North
America, and this development did not require the theories of John
Locke in order to come to fruition. To the second question, we can see
that  Enlightenment  ideas  (and  Freemasonry)  were  in  fact  just  as
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influential  in  Europe,  if  not  more  so,  than  in  America.  The  true
fruition of Enlightenment ideas came with the French Revolution of
1789.  In  contrast  to  the  American  Revolution,  which  received
extensive  support  from  Colonial  clergy  and  the  higher  strata  of
society, the French Revolution saw violent attacks on the Church and
the nobility, and devolved into a chaotic bloodbath. The revolutionary
government in France collapsed after a few years and led to the rise of
Napoleon.  The  contrast  of  the  French  catastrophe  with  the  peace,
prosperity and piety of early America could not be more clear. Rather
than being completely shaped by the ideas of the Enlightenment,  it
would  be  more  accurate  to  say  that  America  better  resisted  the
implementation  of  Enlightenment  ideas  than  Europe  did.  I  do  not
mean to minimize the danger of Enlightenment philosophy or secular
humanism. These are great  evils  that have indeed harmed America
and the rest of the world over the last two hundred years. But I do
reject the idea that Enlightenment philosophy is the core element of
Americanism,  or  that  the  adoption  of  Enlightenment  philosophy is
what has primarily distinguished America from European civilization.
The godless Enlightenment philosophy was adopted across Europe at
the same time that it was spread in America. American society has
diverged from that of Europe, but this has been due to factors such as
the pioneer heritage and a greater devotion to Christian principles, not
apostasy from them.

 North makes two main points in his attempt to show that the
US Constitution is anti-Christian: the Constitution does not mention
God, and Article VI, Clause 3 of the Constitution forbids the use of
religious tests for federal office. (Conspiracy in Philadelphia,  2013,
pages 73ff.)

The omission of God from the Constitution should be of major
concern to all Christians, especially as this omission was a departure
from  earlier  American  practice.  The  Declaration  of  Independence
grounds the rights of men in “Nature's God” and the “Creator.” The
Articles of Confederation,  which the Constitution would eventually
replace, make reference to “the Great Governor of the World.” Most
ominously,  North points out that  the Constitution  seems to replace
God with “the people.” In the Declaration of Independence God is the
authority  that  justifies  the  actions  of  the  colonists,  while  in  the
Constitution it is “we the people” who justify their own actions.   As
North puts it, “Here is the underlying story of the U.S. Constitution:
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the formal transfer of covenantal civil sovereignty from the God of the
Bible...to  'We  the  People'  of  the  Constitution”(ibid.,  page  10).
Furthermore, although the Declaration and the Articles mention God,
they do so in vague terms. “Nature's God” and “the Great Governor”
are terms that could be accepted by Unitarians,  deists and Jews, as
there is nothing uniquely Christian about them. This shows that even
during the Revolution itself there certainly was a lack of theological
understanding and perhaps even deliberate anti-Christian sentiment.
The prohibition of religious tests for holding federal office was also a
serious  departure from normal  practice,  for as  we have seen, state
governments at the time commonly required public office holders to
affirm their belief in the triune God of Scripture. Some of the leading
members  of  the  constitutional  convention  were  deists  and/or
Freemasons, and being non-trinitarians themselves,  they would have
welcomed the omission of any reference to Jesus or God in oaths of
office. 

III. TOWARDS A MORE CHRISTIAN NATION

In  the  face  of  North's  arguments,  Rushdoony's  defense  of  the
Constitution's omission of God at first seems less compelling. Could
it  really be that omitting all  mention of God from the Constitution
actually  served  to  enforce  the  Christian  character  of  America?
Rushdoony's  position  becomes  more  plausible,  however,  when
considering  that  while  many  of  the  framers  did  hold  heretical
religious  beliefs,  deists  and  Freemasons  only  made  up  a  tiny
proportion of the American population at the time, as North himself
admits. Deism was in fact so unpopular that the founding fathers were
forced to keep their hostility towards orthodox Christianity a secret.
But even if the religious views of the framers remained hidden, the
text of the Constitution was widely disseminated amongst the public.
The  American  people  were  well  aware  of  the  content  of  the
Constitution when they ratified it. If the Constitution is so obviously
part of an anti-Christian plot, then why did American Christians at the
time fail to protest it? As Rushdoony points out, there was much in
the new Constitution that would please the Christians of the time. The
Constitution was meant to set up a limited federal government under
which  the  various  states  would  retain  all  powers  that  were  not
expressly  delegated.  Because  the  Constitution  did  not  grant  to  the
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federal government the authority to establish an official religion, this
power remained in the hands of the individual states. Even after the
ratification  of  the  Constitution, several  of  the  states  retained  their
requirements for public office holders to take an explicitly Christian
oath. The Christians who accepted the Constitution evidently believed
that the document was in line with their faith and that it would help
perpetuate the Christian order.

It is also important to note that by the late 18th-century many
American  Christians  had  come  to  support  freedom  of  religion  on
theological grounds. By the early 17th-century, English Baptists were
already  advocating  freedom  of  conscience  and  the  end  of  state
interference in the Church. Baptists supported freedom of conscience
out of a sincere belief that, under the New Covenant established by
Jesus, the only means appointed for spreading religious truth is the
preaching of the Word (see Thomas Helwys' A Short Declaration on
the  Mystery  of  Iniquity from  1612  for  an  early  example  of  this
argument). They viewed all violence and state coercion in religious
matters to be against God's Word. The Baptist approach to religious
liberty was put into practice in the Rhode Island colony in the 17th-
century, before there was any influence from deists or Enlightenment
philosophers. The Baptist approach to religious liberty soon spread to
other  Christian  denominations.  Groups  like  the  Presbyterians  and
Episcopalians,  which  had  strongly  supported  church-state
collaboration  in  the  17th-century,  had  largely  come  to  adopt  the
Baptist position by the late 18th-century. Thus, when presented with
the new Constitution, many American Christians would have found
the  approach  to  church-state  relations  completely  in  keeping  with
what they viewed to be the Biblical position.

I will not enter into a full discussion of whether the Baptist
view of Church and state is correct, but it is at least worth pointing out
that  the relatively strong influence of Christianity  on public life  in
America, especially when compared to the situation in Europe, can
definitely  be  used  as  an  argument  against  the  necessity  of  state
churches.  North argues  that  America's  decline  can be traced to  the
adoption  of  the  Constitution,  which  was  the  moment  when  the
national covenant no longer invoked God. But simply having a state
church  or  a  Christian  national  covenant  in  no  way guarantees  the
fidelity of a nation. Several nations in Western Europe have retained
state churches up until the 20th century and beyond, but this has not
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prevented these countries from being at the forefront of impiety. The
United Kingdom is perhaps the most striking example.  The United
Kingdom still has a state church to this day. When Queen Elizabeth II,
the  reigning  monarch,  was  coronated  in  1953,  the  Archbishop  of
Canterbury asked her, “Will you to the utmost of your power maintain
the Laws of God and the true profession of the Gospel? Will you to
the  utmost  of  your  power  maintain  in  the  United  Kingdom  the
Protestant  Reformed  Religion  established  by  law?” to  which  the
Queen  answered,  “All  this  I  promise  to  do.” (source:
https://www.royal.uk/coronation-oath-2-june-1953).  Therefore,  the
United  Kingdom  under  Elizabeth  II  has  been  governed  by  an
explicitly  Christian national  covenant,  and yet this  has not stopped
any of the moral degeneracy of the last half  century,  during which
time the laws of God have been openly despised without any protest
from the Queen. A Christian national covenant is much less important
to the welfare of the nation than a pious population.

However, even if the new Constitution is not evidence of an
anti-Christian  coup,  North's  main  critique  of  the  document  is  still
valid. The preamble of the Constitution should explicitly mention the
God of the Bible and there absolutely should be religious tests for
holding federal office, and amending the Constitution to include these
things certainly would not imply that the federal government therefore
has  the right  to  interfere  with specific  Christian  settlements  in  the
individual states. 

This deficiency in the Constitution was in fact recognized by
American Christians during the 19th-century, and it became a political
issue during the Civil War, both in the North and in the South. The
preamble of the Constitution of the Confederate States reads, 

“We, the people of the Confederate States, each State acting in its
sovereign and independent character, in order to form a permanent
federal government, establish justice, insure domestic tranquility, and
secure the blessings of liberty to ourselves and our posterity invoking
the favor and guidance of Almighty God do ordain and establish this
Constitution for the Confederate States of America.” 

Meanwhile in the North,
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“...Congress had received petitions seeking a similar addition to the
preamble, and later in the war an organization formed to write God,
Christ, and biblical authority into the Constitution...John Alexander,
a wealthy Pittsburgh industrialist, presented a paper that praised the
recent  Emancipation  Proclamation  for  ending  the  nation's
involvement  in  the  sin  of  slavery,  blamed the  war  on  the  nation's
'original  sin'  of  leaving  God  out  of  the  Constitution,  and  urged
amending  the  preamble  to  acknowledge  God…[C]onferences
followed,  out  of  which  emerged  the  National  Association  for  the
Amendment of the Constitution. It prepared a memorial to Congress
asking that the preamble of the United States Constitution be changed
to read: 'We, the people of the United States, humbly acknowledging
Almighty  God  as  the  source  of  all  authority  and  power  in  civil
government,  the Lord Jesus Christ,  as the Ruler among nations,
and His revealed will as of supreme authority, and in order to form a
more perfect union…'” (emphasis added)
(Gaines M. Foster,  Moral Reconstruction,  The University  of North
Carolina Press, 2002, page 22)

If the Constitution were amended to include an explicit reference to
Jesus as Lord, it would follow that only an admitted follower of Jesus
could swear an oath to uphold the Constitution. 

“Supporters  of  the  Christian  amendment...contended  that  their
proposed changes in the Constitution in no way threatened people's
right to worship as they pleased. They denied that they sought any
sectarian  or  ecclesiastical  qualification  for  officeholding,  but
admitted  their  amendment  might  prevent  infidels  and  Jews  from
holding office or even voting. Many of the amendment's proponents,
in fact, did not want to be governed by infidels, Jews, Mormons, or
even Roman Catholics.”
(ibid., pages 29-30)

Support for the Christian amendment grew throughout the latter half
of  the  19th-century,  culminating  in  Congressional  debates  in  the
1890s. Unfortunately, however, 

“Religious liberals, Seventh-Day Adventists, Jews, spiritualists, and
Unitarians spoke in opposition to the amendment. They criticized the
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attempt to put God in the preamble as a revolutionary attack on what
had always been a secular Constitution and as a dangerous threat to
the separation of church and state.”
(ibid., pages 108-109)

The  predictable  alliance  of  liberals,  Jews,  occultists  and  heretics
managed to keep the Christian amendment from becoming the law of
the land. However, despite the movement's ultimate failure, we should
praise  and  draw  inspiration  from  the  millions  of  Americans  who
sought  to  make  our  national  covenant  explicitly  Christian.  The
Americans  who  supported  the  amendment  recognized  that  the
Constitution  could  be  improved,  but  they  did  not  therefore
conclude that America, or even the Constitution itself, should be
abandoned or despised. They  had an  intuitive  understanding  that
American identity and the Constitution, despite its flaws, was part of
their heritage. 

One of the main reasons there is so much controversy on the
topic of America being a “Christian nation” is precisely because it is
so difficult to come up with a solid definition of the term. Some say
that in order to be a Christian nation, adherence to the Christian faith
must be explicitly spelled out in a constitution, some that membership
in a church must be a requirement for citizenship, some that simply
having  a  majority  of  the  population  that  identifies  as  Christian  is
enough.  But  rather  than  becoming  distracted  by  this  question,  we
should focus on what we can say with confidence about religion in
early America:

-Christianity was the overwhelmingly dominant religion.
-Christianity  informed  public  morality,  including  many  aspects  of
public morality that were enforced by law. 
-Numerous  states  had  established  state  churches  and/or  required
religious tests for holding office and voting, which was not seen to
violate the federal Constitution.
-Courts,  including  the  Supreme  Court,  often  operated  on  the
assumption that we are a Christian nation.
-There were impressive efforts by Christians in the past to make our
Christian identity even more explicit by amending the Constitution.
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These  facts  should  be  sufficient  for  us  to  counter  the  Jews  and
apostates who are attempting to subvert our nation by claiming that it
never had a Christian foundation.
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2. The Special Sympathy of Race

A parent feels  a special  sympathy for his own child.  The inherited
appearance,  the inherited personality, the knowledge that the parent
created the child out of his own essence, all of these contribute to a
bond  that  cannot  be  felt  between  those  of  different  families.  This
special sympathy between parent and child is based on ancestry, on
physical descent from one human to another.  Race is based on this
same principle of ancestry. To deny the reality or importance of race is
as anti-human as denying the importance of the bond between parent
and child. Within families there is often conflict  and disagreement,
but this conflict does not destroy the love and loyalty found amongst
blood relatives, for there is an unspoken commitment that comes from
shared descent, from ancestry. We can relate to and empathize with
those  of  shared  family  or  ancestry  in  a  way  that  we  cannot  with
others.

This  sense  of  oneness,  of  possessing  a  common origin  and
nature, is absolutely essential  to establishing a harmonious political
order. Having a common race and culture allows a people to strive
more effectively  towards a common goal,  to  better  understand one
another,  and to  live  without  the  constant  threat  of  conflict.  In  the
Second  Federalist  Paper,  John  Jay  perfectly  expresses  this  exact
sentiment:

“With equal pleasure I have as often taken notice that Providence has
been pleased to give this one connected country to one united people
— a people descended from the same ancestors, speaking the same
language,  professing  the  same  religion,  attached  to  the  same
principles of government, very similar in their manners and customs,
and who, by their joint counsels, arms, and efforts, fighting side by
side  throughout  a  long  and  bloody  war,  have  nobly  established
general liberty and independence.”
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While God certainly enjoins us to love all mankind, he also grants us
inborn sympathies of varying degrees. These greater sympathies teach
us how to love. 

This familial sympathy and the harmony that it brings provide
enough justification for the preservation of one’s race, but in the case
of the white race, there is the added consideration that, by the grace of
God, we are undeniably  the most creative,  productive,  daring,  and
innovative  race  on  the  planet.  This  is  not  a  statement  of  pride  in
ourselves or of hatred towards others. It is merely an honest statement
of fact. Our refusal to preserve our own race is an act of neglect and
an insult towards both the past and the future. Furthermore, all non-
white  races  agree  that  we  possess  these  unique  qualities.  This  is
shown by the fact that non-whites all over the world want to live in
white countries, they want to look white, and they want to re-create
white art and technology. Mixing with any other race would bring us
to a lower level, and forever rob the world of the gifts that have come
from our unparalleled creativity.

However, that is not at all to say that the white race is flawless,
or that whites always lead virtuous, productive lives. Simply ensuring
the physical survival of the White race is not enough. In fact, bare
survival is by itself meaningless. We must also preach regeneration
through Christ to our people and carefully cultivate a high culture that
shapes our branch of humanity. As an analogy, we should consider a
physical race to be like a piece of stone, and culture to be like the skill
of the sculptor that shapes the stone into a beautiful form. In order to
produce a piece of lasting grandeur,  both quality  stone and quality
craftsmanship  are  required.  Under  the current  globalist  regime,  the
fine  marble  of  the  White  race  is  being  cracked,  bruised,  and
pummeled into deformity.
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3. The White Man’s Gospel Burden

From the colonial era onwards, Americans viewed themselves as the
vanguard of Christendom, extending God's kingdom into the western
wilderness.  Americans  also developed a clear  understanding of the
racial aspect of this struggle, and they were very careful to erect social
and legal barriers to prevent racial mixing with the Indian natives and
the Negro slaves. Yet despite this racial tension, American Christians
felt  a  heavy burden to  bring  the  Gospel  to  the  non-whites  around
them.  This  effort  to  evangelize  non-whites  was  not  restricted  to
periods of security and prosperity, as Americans frequently sought to
preach salvation even to those hostile non-whites who threatened the
white man’s very existence on this continent.

This traditional American attitude is illustrated quite well by
both  colonial  New  England  and  the  antebellum  South.  These
situations  are  striking because in  both cases white  Christians  were
uncertain of their own security. The first half-century of colonial New
England  saw  starvation,  disease  and  wars  with  the  native  tribes.
Roanoke, an earlier English colony, had been completely wiped out,
and the  long-term success  of  the Puritan  settlements  was far  from
certain. In the antebellum South, especially following the failed revolt
of Nat Turner in 1831, whites lived in fear that their numerous slaves
might violently turn against them. Southerners also faced increasing
agitation  and  the  promotion  of  violence  by  Northern  abolitionists,
who  saw  the  likes  of  Turner  and  John  Brown  as  heroes.  In  both
situations, white Christians never lost sight of their duty to preach the
Gospel  to  all  of  those  around  them,  no  matter  how  hostile  or
dangerous they might be.

The English Puritans formed plans for the conversion of the
American natives before departing from Europe:

“As they prepared for the long trek to America…the Puritans did not
think of the American Indian as an enemy to be rooted out, but as an

   29



unfortunate heathen who deserved the saving grace of the Gospel.
While they shuddered at the native’s uncouth nakedness and primitive
habits, they saw in the red man a potential Christian in custom and
conscience,  capable  of  education  and  civilization  as  well  as
conversion…The  Puritan’s  reliance  on  the  Bible  had  another
important effect on their attitude towards the Indians. Almost without
exception the Puritans of the seventeenth century–at least those who
recorded  their  opinions–believed  that  the  red  man  was  descended
from the ten lost tribes of Israel and therefore was especially in need
of the Gospel of Christ…[F]rom the days of earliest colonization to
King Philip’s War [1675], the Puritan’s remained convinced that the
Indians were probably Jews and that all  Indians were born white;
there was no doctrine of racial inferiority to blind the Puritans to the
desirability  of  civilizing  and  Christianizing  the  American
aborigines.”
(Alden  T.  Vaughan,  New England  Frontier:  Puritans  and  Indians
1620-1675, Little, Brown and Company, 1965, pages 19-20)

Of course, the Puritans did develop an understanding of racial reality
over  the  decades  as  they  learned  from  their  interactions  with  the
Indians.  The  development  of  Puritan  racial  attitudes  completely
undermines  the  notion  that  belief  in  racial  differences  is  based  on
“prejudice.” The term “prejudice” literally means to pre-judge, or to
judge before having all the facts. The Jewish Left frequently tells us
that “racial hatred” can be overcome by becoming more familiar with
people of a different race, when in reality the exact opposite is the
case.  The Puritans were actually prejudiced  in favor of the Indians
when they first arrived. At a time when they had minimal personal
experience with the Indians, the Puritans held that the Indians were
racial  equals  and  were  capable  of  achieving  white  levels  of
civilization. They had made a judgment about racial reality without
having all of the facts about the Indians. After decades of experience
with the Indians, during which time the Puritans tried and failed to
raise the Indians to the English level of civilization, this old prejudice
of the Puritans began to fade away.

The Puritans did not stint in their efforts to bring the Gospel to
the natives. They appropriated significant funds for the mission to the
Indians, including the printing and distribution of Bibles that had been
painstakingly translated into the native languages. The Puritans raised
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funds for this missionary activity by sending agents back to England
to petition on behalf of the heathens in the new world who were in
need  of  saving  grace  (ibid.,  page  252).  The  high  priority  that  the
Puritans—both in England and in the colonies—put on the conversion
of the heathen can be seen by the fact that even during the bloody
English Civil War, in which the Puritans fought for their very survival
as a political and religious force in their native land, they continued to
support missionary activity amongst the Indians.

A similar concern for the eternal welfare of hostile non-whites
is evident in the antebellum South. White Christians in Dixie spent a
considerable  amount  of  time  and  money  creating  missionary
programs for their African brethren. They viewed the Negro slaves as
fully human, and even gave them considerable freedom when it came
to religious matters. These Christians viewed personal conversion as
the work of the Spirit, and they felt that this conversion could not be
brought about by force. On Sundays, many Negro slaves were free to
attend the church of their choice, even churches which their masters
did not attend. There was frequent collaboration between white and
black evangelicals who worked together to bring the Gospel (although
not temporal manumission) to the enslaved. There are even instances
of  independent  black  churches  in  the  antebellum South voluntarily
seeking membership with white denominations:

“[Black church leader] Gowan Pamphlet…sought representation for
his African Baptist Church in the Dover Baptist association in 1791
and gained acceptance to that association in 1793. It is impossible to
construe the admission as a strategy for social control on the part of
whites, because black members of the Williamsburg church initiated
the process themselves…Pamphlet himself served as a delegate to the
association at least twelve times between 1793 (the year he received
his freedom) and 1807.”
(Charles  F.  Irons,  The  Origins  of  Proslavery  Christianity,  The
University of North Carolina Press 2008, pages 81-82)

This passage shows that Southern blacks (such as Gowan Pamphlet)
were  allowed  to  start  independent  black  churches  even when they
themselves  were still  enslaved.  These black Christians  had enough
trust  in  the  sincere  Christian  motives  of  Southern  whites  to  seek
church  fellowship  with  them.  Although  these  black  Christians
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certainly supported the eventual abolition of slavery, their stance on
this issue was not enough to condemn their white brethren as being
outside of the faith.

Throughout  the last  decades  preceding the Civil  War,  white
Evangelicals in the South continued their efforts to bring Christ to the
slaves.  The  fear  and  uneasiness  caused by Nat  Turner’s  attempted
rebellion  in  1831  only  inspired  more  intense  missionary  activity.
White evangelists wrote catechisms specifically aimed at instructing
slaves,  and they joined hands across  denominational  lines  to  bring
about the conversion of Negroes:

“African  American  Virginians’  continued  preference  for  Baptist
churches  in  some  ways  necessitated  cooperation  among
denominations  in  the  commonwealth.  In  1860,  an  estimated  90
percent of Virginia’s African American evangelicals were Baptists…
Though white Presbyterians, Episcopalians, and Methodists became
more  and  more  interested  in  attracting  black  Virginians  to  their
respective  traditions,  they  generally  conceded  that  their  most
important role came in attracting slaves to evangelicalism in general,
not  to  their  particular  churches.  As  Presbyterian  William  Gaines
explained of his own efforts to convert slaves on his plantation, ‘We
have  not  endeavored  to  make  Methodists  or  Baptists,  or
Episcopalians, or Presbyterians, or Reformers–but we do try to make
Christians  of  them. ‘Tis  true  that  every  one  would  have  his  heart
delighted, that his servants when they become Christians should join
his own Church; but our aim is to make them Christians; and then
leave them to their own choice.'”
(ibid., page 180)

The  language  used  by  William  Gaines  is  hardly  that  of  a  vicious
“white supremacist” intent on debasing and exploiting those under his
authority. A man who “would have his heart delighted” by one of his
slaves voluntarily joining him in religious worship and fellowship is
surely someone with a genuine burden for the conversion of all men,
regardless of race.

The history of race and evangelism in America does much to
demolish  the  contemporary  view  that  belief  in  racial  hierarchy  is
somehow  contrary  to  the  Gospel.  Contemporary  Christians  have
accepted  the  racial  attitudes  of  Cultural  Marxism,  and  they  have
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attempted  to  mix  this  egalitarian  poison  together  with  Christian
doctrine. This grotesque hybrid of divine and satanic teaching that is
found in our churches is  surely the source of a great  many of our
problems. The Bible nowhere condemns slavery or racial hierarchy.
On the contrary, the Bible presupposes these things. By God’s grace,
the New England Puritans and the Southern slaveholders were given
the  opportunity  to  witness  to  many  non-whites  who  were  without
Christ.  These  Christians  combined  a  firm  conviction  in  God’s
sovereign power to save with a clear,  rational understanding of the
God-ordained  differences  between  the  races.  If  the  almighty  is  to
favor our nation, we must once again fully accept God's revelation in
his  Word  and in  his  created  order.  History  and  experience  clearly
teach us that, while God desires the Gospel to be preached to all men,
this  missionary  activity  will  be  most  fully  blessed  when  white
Christians  are  in  positions  of  authority.  Non-white  Christians  have
often had a difficult time putting their faith into practical action and
avoiding  the  seductive  promises  of  leftist  revolutionaries.  This  is
evident from the fact that white Christians are the only group that will
vote Republican specifically because they believe that abortion and
sodomy are condemned in the Bible, while non-white Christians will
continue to vote Democrat even if they share the same views as white
Christians on abortion and sodomy. This is in part because their child-
like  faculties  prevent  them  from  putting  God’s  truth  above  the
supposed advantage of leftist wealth redistribution. Many non-white
Christians need the restoration of racial hierarchy in order to act in
accordance with their own professed faith.

We can say without  any doubt  that  the  spiritual  welfare  of
blacks in America is in a lower state today than it was prior to the
Civil War. There is much talk today about how “black lives matter,”
but not nearly enough talk about the eternal fate of black souls. The
further away we get from a clear racial hierarchy, the more debased
black souls become. White Evangelicals today often talk about their
great zeal for ministering to non-whites, but we can, with justice, say
that they have a zeal that is not according to knowledge. Their zeal is
mixed with  Marxist  ideas  about  political  liberation  and humanistic
ideas about self-esteem and self-fulfillment. Accepting the Gospel is
about recognizing our own status as sinful creatures in need of God’s
mercy. It is therefore a great disservice for white Evangelicals to tell
blacks and other non-whites that they deserve greater political power
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and greater economic prosperity, and that the insidious sin of “racism”
is the only reason why they are being kept from their just reward. This
leftist  teaching does not help bring souls to Christ, but rather turns
souls towards worldly desires. To have a true Gospel burden for the
salvation of non-whites is to desire a return to the racial hierarchy on
which our nation was founded.
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4. The Frontier Heritage

“The first ideal of the pioneer was that of conquest. It was his task to
fight with nature for the chance to exist. Not as in older countries did
this contest take place in a mythical past, told in folk lore and epic. It
has  been  continuous  to  our  own  day.  Facing  each  generation  of
pioneers was the unmastered continent. Vast forests blocked the way;
mountainous  ramparts  interposed;  desolate,  grass-clad  prairies,
barren oceans  of  rolling  plains,  arid deserts,  and a fierce  race  of
savages, all had to be met and defeated. The rifle and the ax are the
symbols  of  the  backwoods  pioneer.  They  meant  a  training  in
aggressive  courage,  in  domination,  in  directness  of  action,  in
destructiveness.”
(Frederick Jackson Turner,  The Frontier in American History, Henry
Holt and Company, New York, 1920, pages 269-270)

The  history  of  America  is  the  story  of  the  pioneer's  westward
expansion  across  the  vast  wilderness  of  the  continent.  For  three
hundred  years  (roughly  1600-1900),  each  successive  generation
subdued new territories and founded new communities, exponentially
increasing the wealth and prosperity of the nation. The influence that
this frontier experience had on American society was carefully studied
by  Frederick  Jackson  Turner  (1861-1932),  one  of  the  foremost
historians of his time. In this chapter, we examine Turner's theories
about the development of America, the effect that his ideas have had
on the wider culture,  and his thoughts on the challenges that faced
America as the frontier way of life came to an end.

I. THE FRONTIER THESIS

Turner's ideas came to be known as the Frontier Thesis, which holds
that America's unique characteristics were shaped by the interaction
between established settlements and the wild frontier.
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“The existence of an area of free land, its continuous recession, and
the  advance  of  American  settlement  westward,  explain  American
development.  Behind  institutions,  behind  constitutional  forms  and
modifications, lie the vital forces that call these organs into life and
shape them to meet changing conditions.”
(ibid., pages 1-2)

“This perennial rebirth, this fluidity of American life, this expansion
westward with its  new opportunities,  its  continuous touch with the
simplicity  of  primitive  society,  furnish  the  forces  dominating
American character.”
(ibid., pages 2-3)

“That  coarseness  and  strength  combined  with  acuteness  and
inquisitiveness; that practical,  inventive turn of mind, quick to find
expedients;  that  masterful  grasp of  material  things,  lacking  in  the
artistic  but  powerful  to  effect  great  ends;  that  restless,  nervous
energy; that dominant individualism, working for good and for evil,
and withal that buoyancy and exuberance which comes with freedom
—these are traits of the frontier.”
(ibid., page 37)

Turner contends that the influence of the frontier on social institutions
and organization was the main factor in the development of American
democracy. Unlike the democratic ideology of the French Revolution,
which  was  dreamed  up  by  decadent  intellectuals,  American
democracy was an organic response to the conditions of the frontier.
In Europe, men who did not possess liberty or self-sufficiency wished
to gain independence; in America,  men who already were free and
self-sufficient wished to maintain their independence. When liberty is
granted to those who are not used to it, one can see the growth of vice
as social inhibitions and standards are eroded in the name of freedom;
in  America,  liberty  grew out  of  the  virtues  that  are  necessary  for
survival in the wild.

“[T]he  frontier  is  productive  of  individualism.  Complex  society  is
precipitated by the wilderness into a kind of primitive organization
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based on the family. The tendency is anti-social. It produces antipathy
to control, and particularly to any direct control.”
(ibid., page 30)

“American democracy was born of no theorist's dream; it was not
carried in the Susan Constant to Virginia, nor in the Mayflower to
Plymouth.  It  came  out  of  the  American  forest,  and it  gained  new
strength each time it touched a new frontier. Not the constitution, but
free land and an abundance of natural resources open to a fit people,
made the democratic type of society in America for three centuries
while it occupied its empire.”
(ibid., page 293)

Many conservative Americans today argue that the Constitution is a
perfect document that has made America what it is, but according to
Turner,  this  is  somewhat  backwards.  Americans  shaped  the
Constitution, and one does not need to think that the Constitution is
perfect in order to be a traditional American patriot.

Living before the age of political correctness, Turner frankly
spoke of  the  American  natives  as  an  impediment  to  be  overcome.
Rather  than  being  a  stain  on  the  nation's  conscience,  the  racial
struggle between whites and Indians was key in forging a sense of
unity among Americans from the colonial era onwards.

“From  the  close  of  the  seventeenth  century  various  intercolonial
congresses  have  been  called  to  treat  with  Indians  and  establish
common  measures  of  defense...This  frontier  stretched  along  the
western  border  like  a  cord  of  union.  The  Indian  was  a  common
danger,  demanding  united  action.  Most  celebrated  of  these
conferences was the Albany congress of 1754, called to treat with the
Six Nations, and to consider plans of union. Even a cursory reading
of the plan proposed by the congress reveals the importance of the
frontier.  The  powers  of  the  general  council  and the  officers  were,
chiefly,  the  determination  of  peace  and  war  with  the  Indians,  the
regulation  of  Indian  trade,  the  purchase  of  Indian  lands,  and  the
creation and government of new settlements as a security against the
Indians. It is evident that the unifying tendencies of the Revolutionary
period were facilitated by the previous cooperation in the regulation
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of the frontier. In this connection may be mentioned the importance of
the  frontier,  from  that  day  to  this,  as  a  military  training  school,
keeping alive the power of resistance to aggression, and developing
the stalwart and rugged qualities of the frontiersman.”
(ibid., page 15)

Our contemporary culture tries to present the racial struggle between
civilized whites and savage Indians as somehow inconsistent with the
ideals  of  American  democracy,  but  Turner  shows  that  the  two
phenomena are closely connected and that the growth of American
democracy and liberty, which relied on the hardened character of the
pioneer, was actually fostered by the racial conflict. The savage native
was a problem presented by the frontier, and in solving this problem
the American improved himself.

II. THE FRONTIER AND AMERICAN POPULAR CULTURE

Although  Turner  is  criticized  today  by  Marxist  historians  who
complain  that  he is  insensitive  to  questions  about  “race,  class  and
gender,”  in  his  own time  the  influence  of  his  Frontier  Thesis  was
immense. In  addition  to  widespread  acceptance  by  academics,
Turner's  ideas  were  reflected  in  the  popular  understanding  of
American  history,  which  is  clearly  seen  in  the  Western  genre  in
theater, film and literature. Westerns not only provided entertainment,
but also frequently included strongly pro-white, pro-pioneer messages
and statements. The following is a speech given by John Wayne in the
1930 film  The Big Trail, addressed to a group of pioneers thinking
about turning back because of the hardships of their trek.

“We can't turn back! We're blazing a trail that started in England.
Not even the storms of the sea could turn back the first settlers. And
they carried it on further. They blazed it on through the wilderness of
Kentucky. Famine, hunger, not even massacres could stop them. And
now we picked up the trail again. And nothing can stop us! Not even
the  snows of  winter,  nor  the  peaks  of  the highest  mountain.  We're
building a nation and we got to suffer! No great trail was ever built
without hardship. And you got to fight! That's right. And when you
stop fighting, that's death. What are you going to do, lay down and
die? Not in a thousand years! You're going on with me!”
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Up until the 1960s, the Western was immensely popular and was one
of the major film genres in Hollywood along with comedy, drama,
horror, etc. Although Western films have still been produced since the
1960s,  they  appear  rarely  and  are  almost  always  meant  to  be
subversive,  “revisionist”  retellings  of  the  traditional  Western
narrative. The Indians are transformed from dangerous savages into
noble victims, and the pioneers have become evil, greedy “racists.”
The cultural revolution of the 1960s could not spare a genre whose
very essence is the triumph of the American pioneer over both the
harsh  terrain  and  savage  natives.  Some  politically  correct
conservatives object to the more egregious examples of the subversive
Western, such as the sodomite cowboy film Brokeback Mountain, and
argue  that  these  modern  Westerns  undermine  traditional  American
masculinity. What none of these pseudo-conservatives dare to say is
that  a  fundamental  aspect  of  traditional  American  masculinity  is
defending white womanhood from the attacks of savage non-whites.
One of the most famous real-life incidents of this kind was the capture
and rescue of Daniel Boone's daughter, an episode that became the
inspiration for paintings, books, and later films.
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The Abduction of Daniel Boone's Daughter by the Indians, 1853 by
Karl Ferdinand Wimar

The protection of white womanhood was also central to the
performances of 'Buffalo' Bill Cody. When most people today hear the
name Buffalo  Bill,  they  think  of  a  quaint  old-fashioned wild  west
show that featured trick shooting and riding. But Cody was a real-life
hero and a prolific buffalo hunter, as well as a trail guide and scout for
the  US cavalry  during  the  Indian  wars.  His  shows included  mock
battles  based  on true  events  in  which  he  himself  had  participated,
events  whose  politically  incorrect  nature  would  be  shocking  to
contemporary mainstream sensibilities. Buffalo Bill’s Wild West show
was immensely popular during the late 19th and early 20th centuries,
and Cody’s  exploits  were also the  subject  of  books,  paintings and
magazines. The celebration of Cody’s career as an Indian fighter was
the celebration of the American triumph over savagery, a triumph that
was seen as glorious and just.
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Two of the most prominent events from Cody’s life that were
reenacted for entertainment were the Battle of Summit Springs (1869)
and the Battle of Warbonnet Creek (1876).

The  Battle of Summit Springs was a real-life example of the
quintessential  feat  of frontier  chivalry:  the rescue  of white  women
from savage Indians. The event became a popular routine in the Wild
West show, as well as the inspiration for works of art.

At the Battle of Warbonnet Creek, Cody killed and scalped the
Indian chief Yellow Hair, an incident that became known as “The First
Scalp for Custer.” The Battle took place less than a month after the
vicious  slaughter  of  American  forces  at  Custer’s  Last  Stand.  After
scalping his foe, Cody proudly displayed the scalp and headdress to
cheering white soldiers. Shortly after the event, Cody went back east
and performed in shows where he reenacted this  act  of revenge in
front of an enthusiastic audience. The episode was also reproduced in
numerous paintings and illustrations.

The real  Old West  was not  quaint  or  cutesy.  The westward
movement of the pioneers was a brutal experience that defined the
American character.  This march of white Christian civilization into
the  wilderness  of  a  new continent  was carried  out  with  a  code of
honor  that  demanded  the  protection  of  white  womanhood  and
vengeance for fallen white brothers. 
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The brutal nature of the struggle between the white man and
the Indian was honestly portrayed in popular culture into the mid-20th
century.  The  Western  film  Winchester  '73  (1950),  starring  James
Stewart and Shelley Winters, is notable for a scene in which Stewart
hands  Winters  a  gun  immediately  preceding  an  Indian  attack  and
makes sure that she knows to save the last round for herself in order
to  avoid  capture,  as  capture  by  Indians  would  certainly  mean
defilement  and  a  slow,  painful  death.  This  was  a  time  when
Americans  understood  that  savage  races  often  display  savage
behavior and that white men must do all in their power to protect their
kith and kin from such dangers. As late as 1962, the film  How the
West Was Won began with the following narration while the camera
panned over the American landscape:

“This land has a name today, and is marked on maps. But, the names
and the marks on the maps all had to be won, won from nature and
from primitive man.”
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When  the  revolutionaries  of  the  1960s  destroyed  the  traditional
Western,  they  stole  from Americans  their  national  epic.  Without  a
heroic view of one's ancestors and a deep sense of gratitude for the
sacrifices they made, a nation becomes weak and an easy target for
subversion.

III. THE END OF THE FRONTIER

By the time Turner was writing, the frontier way of life was already
coming to an end. In 1912, Arizona became the last of the lower 48
states  to  be  admitted  to  the  Union—America  had  been  explored,
pacified,  and  parceled  out.  Although  certainly  a  proponent  of
Americanism,  Turner  was  also  aware  that  a  culture  based  on
interaction with a vast wilderness would require some modification
once  the  wilderness  was  finally  conquered.  He  also  admits  that
frontier liberty does have its drawbacks, in particular its inability to
address the problems of more complex economic systems.

“So long as free land exists, the opportunity for a competency exists,
and economic power secures political power. But the democracy born
of  free  land,  strong  in  selfishness  and individualism,  intolerant  of
administrative  experience  and  education,  and  pressing  individual
liberty  beyond  its  proper  bounds,  has  its  dangers  as  well  as  its
benefits. Individualism in America has allowed a laxity in regard to
governmental affairs which has rendered possible the spoils system
and  all  the  manifest  evils  that  follow  from  the  lack  of  a  highly
developed  civic  spirit.  In  this  connection  may  be  noted  also  the
influence  of  frontier  conditions  in  permitting  lax  business  honor,
inflated  paper  currency  and  wild-cat  banking.  The  colonial  and
revolutionary frontier was the region whence emanated many of the
worst forms of an evil  currency...A primitive society  can hardly be
expected  to  show the  intelligent  appreciation  of  the  complexity  of
business interests in a developed society.”
(ibid., page 32)

For  pioneers,  unfettered  business  and  trade  is  a  blessing,  but  as
industrial and mercantile society advances, it is necessary for the state
to regulate the unscrupulous practices of bankers and businessmen.
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(Misunderstanding on this point has unfortunately resulted in many
patriotic  Americans  thinking  that  the  “free  markets”  promoted  by
today's  globalists  have  something  to  do  with  traditional  American
freedom.)  As  the  power of  the  financial  class  began to  be felt  by
pioneers living in the western states in the early 1800s, the political
movement behind Andrew Jackson took shape.

“Jacksonian democracy was essentially  rural. It  was based on the
good fellowship and genuine social feeling of the frontier, in which
classes and inequalities of fortune played little part. But it did not
demand equality  of  condition,  for  there  was abundance of  natural
resources and the belief  that the self-made man had a right to his
success in the free competition which western life afforded, was as
prominent in their thought as was the love of democracy. On the other
hand,  they  viewed  governmental  restraints  with  suspicion  as  a
limitation on their right to work out their own individuality. For the
banking institutions and capitalists of the East they had an instinctive
antipathy.  Already  they  feared  that  the  'money  power'  as  Jackson
called it, was planning to make hewers of wood and drawers of water
of the common people. In this view they found allies among the labor
leaders  of  the East,  who in  the  same period began their  fight  for
better conditions of the wage earner...Like the Western pioneers, they
protested against monopolies and special privilege.”
(ibid., pages 302-303)

At this point in American history, the rural farmers and ranchers of the
West allied with the white workers of Eastern industrial cities,  and
together they opposed the financial elite. If only this alliance could
have been deepened and turned into a permanent political union.

Turner also contemplated the wider problem of how to direct
the pioneer spirit towards constructive ends after the frontier had been
settled. While new laws might help combat some of the issues caused
by  the  disappearance  of  the  wilderness,  a  more  comprehensive
solution is needed to ensure that Americans flourish in a way that is
true to their history.

“Legislation  is  taking the  place of  the free lands as  the means of
preserving  the  ideal  of  democracy.  But  at  the  same  time  it  is
endangering  the  other  pioneer  ideal  of  creative  and  competitive
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individualism. Both were essential and constituted what was best in
America's  contribution  to  history  and  to  progress.  Both  must  be
preserved if the nation would be true to its past, and would fulfil [sic]
its highest destiny.”
(ibid., page 307)

“All that was buoyant and creative in American life would be lost if
we gave up the respect for distinct personality, and variety in genius,
and came to the dead level of common standards. To be 'socialized
into an average' and placed 'under the tutelage of the mass of us,' as
a  recent  writer  has  put  it,  would  be  an  irreparable  loss...What  is
needed is the multiplication of motives for ambition and the opening
of new lines of achievement for the strongest. As we turn from the task
of  the  first  rough conquest  of  the  continent  there  lies  before  us  a
whole wealth of unexploited resources in the realm of the spirit. Arts
and letters, science and better social creation, loyalty and political
service to the commonweal,—these and a thousand other directions of
activity  are  open to  the  men,  who formerly  under  the  incentive  of
attaining distinction by amassing extraordinary wealth, saw success
only in material display.  Newer and finer careers will  open to the
ambitious when once public opinion shall award the laurels to those
who rise above their fellows in these new fields of labor.”
(ibid., page 309)

Turner wrote these optimistic words in the early 20th century, when
the future of America still  appeared bright.  Although we did see a
glimpse of what this redirected pioneer spirit is capable of in the great
triumphs of NASA in the 1960s, in the areas of economic and moral
development, the 20th century was a period of great degeneracy for
the  United  States.  Free  trade  and  outsourcing  destroyed  American
productivity,  and  multiculturalism  and  feminism  neutered  white
American  men.  The  frontier  virtues  of  hard  work,  ingenuity,  self-
defense, and self-reliance have been made to languish. The system of
the  New  World  Order  has  starved  the  souls  of  Americans  by  not
allowing them to live and work in the way their ancestors did. But
despite all this, the pioneer spirit still lives. We see it in the uniquely
American prepper movement and the thriving gun culture.  The old
saying “a man's  home is  his  castle”  originated  in  England;  for the
American, even to this day, perhaps it is more accurate to say that “a
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man's home is his homestead.” The independent homestead is still the
ideal for many Americans. As long as the current system prevents his
pioneer virtues from being directed towards wider political or cultural
aims, the American is only allowed to direct his energy towards his
hobbies. That energy, however, is present, waiting to be put to good
use. Millions of Americans are waiting, consciously or unconsciously,
for  the  formation  of  a  patriotic  people's  state,  a  state  that,  having
crushed the globalist money power, can return them to the trail blazed
by their forebears.
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5. Lies About American Freedom

“No liberty is true and no joy is genuine unless it is founded in the
fear of the Lord and a good conscience.”
-Thomas à Kempis 

When asked to define Americanism, most people today will quickly
mention  “freedom”  as  a  central  characteristic,  and  many  in  the
founding generation of America would doubtless have given a similar
reply. But although freedom has always been cherished by Americans,
the meaning of the word has changed dramatically over the last two
and a half centuries. In our contemporary culture, the word “freedom”
is  repeated  incessantly  without  any accompanying reflection  on its
true  meaning  in  the  context  of  early  American  history,  and  this
mistaken  understanding  of  the  word  has  led  to  the  acceptance  of
countless degenerate practices.

A recent example of the invocation of “freedom” in the spread
of wickedness is the campaign for sodomite marriage. Advocates of
this  disgusting  behavior  chanted  that  they  were  working  for  the
“freedom to  marry,”  thereby  implying  that  opposition  to  sodomite
marriage is un-American.  However,  if we look at  the words of the
founding fathers and the laws they supported, we can easily see that
American  freedom  does  not  entail  lax  morality;  on  the  contrary,
American  freedom  demands  strict  morality  based  on  Christian
principles, and freedom will fail when this morality is neglected. This
belief is demonstrated by the following passages from the founding
fathers.

“Of all the dispositions and habits, which lead to political prosperity,
Religion and Morality are indispensable supports. In vain would that
man claim  the  tribute  of  Patriotism,  who  should  labor  to  subvert
these  great  pillars  of  human happiness,  these firmest  props of  the
duties  of  Men and Citizens.  The  mere  Politician,  equally  with  the
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pious man, ought to respect and to cherish them. A volume could not
trace  all  their  connexions  with  private  and  public  felicity.  Let  it
simply be asked, Where is the security for property, for reputation, for
life, if the sense of religious obligation desert the oaths, which are the
instruments  of  investigation  in  Courts  of  Justice?  And let  us  with
caution  indulge  the  supposition,  that  morality  can  be  maintained
without  religion.  Whatever  may  be  conceded  to  the  influence  of
refined  education  on  minds  of  peculiar  structure,  reason  and
experience both forbid us to expect, that national morality can prevail
in exclusion of religious principle.

It is substantially true, that virtue or morality is a necessary
spring of popular government. The rule, indeed, extends with more or
less force to every species of free government. Who, that is a sincere
friend to  it,  can look with indifference  upon attempts to shake the
foundation of the fabric?”
(George Washington, Farewell Address, 1796)

“Only a virtuous people are capable of freedom. As nations become
corrupt and vicious, they have more need of masters.”
(Benjamin Franklin,  The Writings of Benjamin Franklin Volume IX,
The Macmillan Company, London, 1906, page 569)

“[W]e have no government armed with power capable of contending
with  human  passions  unbridled  by  morality  and  religion.  Avarice,
ambition, revenge,  or gallantry,  would break the strongest cords of
our Constitution as a whale goes through a net. Our Constitution was
made only for a moral and religious people. It is wholly inadequate to
the government of any other.”
(John Adams, The Works of John Adams Volume IX, Little, Brown and
Company, Boston, 1854, page 229)

The founding fathers understood that the absence of religion leads to
enslavement  by vice,  and that once a people are enslaved by vice,
they are no longer capable of political freedom. Traditional American
freedom is premised on the ability  of citizens  to govern their  own
base desires such as lust, greed, envy, etc. When Americans reject the
Christian virtues and give their vices free reign, the vice-peddlers in
Hollywood and academia become the true rulers of our nation. The
sex-obsessed homosexual movement represents an extreme form of
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immorality  and  lack  of  self-control,  and  thus  should  be  seen  as
completely incompatible with American freedom.

Many  contemporary  conservatives  would  gladly  agree  with
the above quotes from the founding fathers, and with my comments
on how these quotes apply to today's morally lax culture. But for the
most part, these conservatives are unwilling to take the further step of
tackling these problems in the way the founding fathers did. If moral
degeneracy is a threat to freedom, then patriots are required to combat
degeneracy as a form of treason, and to combat it not only with vocal
condemnation  but  with  legislation.  When  the  Constitution  was
written,  sodomy  was  illegal  in  America  and  was  subject  to  harsh
punishment. Thomas Jefferson proposed that Virginia use castration
as a punishment for sodomy, but this proposal was rejected in favor of
retaining the death penalty. These historical facts prove that liberals
are  wrong  in  trying  to  use  the  Constitution  to  argue  in  favor  of
sodomite marriage; these facts also contradict  the libertarian frauds
who think that American liberty can tolerate sexual perversion. A true
American  patriot  would  not  say  “it  doesn't  bother  me  that  my
neighbor is a homosexual,” he would say “if my neighbor violates the
laws of God and nature in his bedroom, he should be dragged to the
gallows.” The soldiers of the American Revolution did not fight and
die to allow perverts to be left alone, but to allow decent men and
women to live in a free society, something that is only possible when
a strict moral code is enforced.

Libertarians  and  pseudo-conservatives  might  object  that
enforcing  such measures  is  impractical,  citing  Benjamin  Franklin's
(possibly apocryphal) quote “You cannot legislate morality.” But the
full quote is as follows: “You cannot legislate morality, but you must
regulate  behavior.” The  meaning  is  that  although  laws  against
immoral  behavior  will  not  automatically  result  in  an  inner
transformation of those who are tempted to engage in such behavior,
the threat of punishment can prevent individuals from acting out their
wicked  desires.  While  it  is  possible  to  convince  those  with
homosexual desires to repent and change their ways, for the most part
people so ensnared by error as to engage in such unnatural acts are far
beyond the power of persuasion. Our first priority when dealing with
such cases must be the serving of justice and the protection of the
community. I have used sodomy as an example, but many other types
of wicked behavior were banned in early America, either by state or
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local  law,  or  by  social  pressure  and  ostracism.  Fornication,  race-
mixing, indecent entertainment…all of these things were rejected and
marginalized by early American society and were seen as a threat, not
just to personal salvation, but to the entire political order.

Another  major  lie  about  American  freedom  is  that  the
principles  of  the  Constitution  and the Declaration  of Independence
inevitably lead to racial egalitarianism. This is a very awkward claim
to  make,  given  the  clearly  pro-white  sentiments  of  the  founding
generation of America.  For example,  the earliest  citizenship law in
American  history—the  Naturalization  Act  of  1790—stated  that
citizenship  is  only to  be granted  to  “free white  persons” of  “good
moral  character.”  The  founding  fathers  clearly  intended  that  only
whites be allowed to immigrate to the United States, and they did not
view  black  and  brown  immigrants  as  potential  freedom-loving
Americans. Therefore, those who claim that the Constitution leads to
racial  egalitarianism are  forced  to  argue  that  the  principles  of  the
Constitution were not fully worked out or recognized by the wise men
who wrote it in the first place. Furthermore, by today's “anti-racist”
standards, the United States could never have developed because its
development  involved  wars  of  conquest  with  the  Indians  and
Mexicans.  No politically  correct  liberal  or conservative  will  claim
that these wars were just, and therefore they must be forced to admit
that if the founding fathers had realized the full implications of their
own document, then America would never have expanded beyond the
thirteen original states, and that if the “American idea” had been fully
worked out in England in the 1500s, then the American colonies never
would have been founded in the first place. 

The  founding  fathers  saw  a  racially  mixed  and  sexually
permissive  society  as  undeserving  and  incapable  of  American
freedom, and they used firm legislation to maintain public morality.
Countless well-meaning contemporary conservatives think that if we
could  just  educate  people  about  the  Constitution  then  they  would
voluntarily  embrace  genuine  Americanism,  but  this  is  foolish
optimism.  At  the  time  of  America's  founding  the  population  was
immeasurably wiser and more virtuous than it is today, and yet even
then it  was deemed necessary to carefully  regulate  the behavior  of
citizens  through  legislation  and  social  pressures.  Most  white
Americans  today  either  engage  in  or  condone  race-mixing,
promiscuity, sodomy, drug use, illegal immigration, and myriad other
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expressions of degeneracy,  and there is  little  hope that  they would
change their ways without being forced to do so. This mass of citizens
is unworthy of American freedom; the only true Americans are those
whom  the  founding  fathers  would  have  judged  to  be  worthy  of
freedom,  and  this  group  makes  up  an  ever-smaller  portion  of  the
population. When approaching the difficult task of saving our nation
from destruction, those of us who hold to the true founding principles
of America must come to understand that those who are enslaved to
their degenerate passions do not have an absolute right to freedom and
self-government.
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6. Nationalism and the Declaration of Independence

America  was  founded  as  a  republic  where  white  men  living  in
accordance  with  Christian,  European  morals  could  have  equal
opportunity  for  economic  and  political  advancement.  In  rebelling
from the king, the British colonies redefined the membership of their
political communities and repudiated the principal of hereditary rule.
However,  they  still  clearly  defined  the  limits  of  their  political
community  and  they  largely  retained  the  concept  of  hereditary
membership within this community. Only those descended from the
original founders or immigrants of similar racial stock could be full
members  of  the  community.  Negro  slaves  and  Indian  tribes  were
explicitly excluded. In other words, the American concept of freedom
was nationalistic, not universalistic.

This  nationalistic  conception  of  freedom  is  found  in  the
Declaration  of  Independence  itself,  as  explained  by  Confederate
President Jefferson Davis:

“[The  South]  has  heard  proclaimed  the  theory  that  all  men  are
created free and equal, and this made the basis of an attack upon her
social institutions; and the sacred Declaration of Independence has
been invoked to maintain the position of the equality  of the races.
That  Declaration  of  Independence  is  to  be  construed  by  the
circumstances and purposes for which it was made. The communities
were declaring their independence; the people of those communities
were asserting that no man was born—to use the language of Mr.
Jefferson—booted and spurred to ride over the rest of mankind; that
men  were  created  equal—meaning  the  men  of  the  political
community;  that  there  was  no  divine  right  to  rule;  that  no  man
inherited the right to  govern; that  there were no classes by which
power  and place  descended  to  families,  but  that  all  stations  were
equally within the grasp of each member of the body-politic. These
were the great principles they announced; these were the purposes for
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which they made their declaration; these were the ends to which their
enunciation was directed. They have no reference to the slave; else,
how happened it that among the items of arraignment made against
George III was that he endeavored to do just what the North has been
endeavoring of late to do—to stir up insurrection among our slaves?
Had the Declaration announced that the negroes were free and equal,
how  was  the  Prince  to  be  arraigned  for  stirring  up  insurrection
among them? And how was this to be enumerated among the high
crimes which caused the colonies to sever their connection with the
mother country? When our Constitution was formed, the same idea
was rendered more palpable, for there we find provision made for that
very class of persons as property; they were not put upon the footing
of  equality  with  white  men—not  even  upon  that  of  paupers  and
convicts;  but,  so  far  as  representation  was  concerned,  were
discriminated against as a lower caste, only to be represented in the
numerical proportion of three fifths.”
(Jefferson Davis,  The Rise and Fall of the Confederate Government
Volume I, New York: D. Appleton and Company,  1881, pages 223-
224)

Davis  shows  that  there  are  no  grounds  for  suggesting  that  Negro
slavery is incompatible with Americanism, or that the principles of the
Declaration imply racial egalitarianism.

In  one  segment  of  the  Declaration  rarely  quoted  today,
Thomas Jefferson complains that the king “has endeavoured to bring
on  the  inhabitants  of  our  frontiers,  the  merciless  Indian  Savages
whose known rule of warfare, is an undistinguished destruction of all
ages,  sexes and conditions.” That  is,  the founding fathers  saw the
Declaration of Independence as part of a racial struggle against Indian
savages and rebelling Negro slaves. Clearly this is a declaration of
national liberty, not of universal liberty.

The following passage from the same work by Davis shows
that  the  early  American  form  of  government  was  not  an
Enlightenment experiment fashioned in the salons of Paris. American
republicanism was present in nascent  form during the colonial  era,
and its antecedents go back even farther than this. The freedom-loving
spirit of the ancient Germans was transported first to England, and
then to the colonies of the New World. American liberty is an organic
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development of a particular race and culture, and therefore it cannot
be a universal prescription for all peoples.

“There  were...local  and  partial  confederacies  among  the  New
England colonies, long before the Declaration of Independence. As
early as the year 1643 a Congress had been organized of delegates
from Massachusetts, Plymouth, New Haven, and Connecticut, under
the style of 'The United Colonies of New England.' The objects of this
confederacy, according to Mr. Bancroft, were 'protection against the
encroachments of the Dutch and French, security against the tribes of
savages,  the  liberties  of  the  gospel  in  purity  and  in  peace.'  The
general affairs of the company were intrusted to commissions, two
from each colony;  but  the same historian tells  us that 'to each its
respective local jurisdiction was carefully reserved,' and he refers to
this as evidence that the germ-principle of State-rights was even then
in existence. 'Thus remarkable for unmixed simplicity' (he proceeds)
'was the form of the first confederated government in America...There
was  no president,  except  as  a  moderator  of  its  meetings,  and the
larger State [sic], Massachusetts, superior to all the rest in territory,
wealth,  and population,  had no greater number of votes than New
Haven.  But  the  commissioners  were  in  reality  little  more  than  a
deliberative body; they possessed no executive power, and, while they
could decree a war and a levy of troops, it remained for the States to
carry their votes into effect.'

This confederacy continued in existence for nearly fifty years.
Between that period and the year 1774, when the first Continental
Congress  met  in  Philadelphia,  several  other  temporary  and
provisional associations of colonies had been formed, and the people
had been taught the advantages of union for a common purpose; but
they  had  never  abandoned  or  compromised  the  great  principle  of
community independence. That form of self-government, generated in
the German forests before the days of the Cæsars, had given to that
rude people  a self-reliance  and patriotism which first  checked  the
flight of the Roman eagles, which elsewhere had been the emblem of
their  dominion  over  the  known  world.  This  principle—the  great
preserver  of  all  communal  freedom  and  of  mutual  harmony—was
transplanted by the Saxons into England, and there sustained those
personal rights which,  after the fall  of the Heptarchy,  were almost
obliterated by the encroachments of Norman despotism; but, having
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the strength and perpetuity of truth and right, were reasserted by the
mailed hands of the barons at Runnymede [at the signing of Magna
Carta] for their own benefit and that of their posterity. Englishmen,
the early settlers, brought this idea to the wilds of America, and it
found expression in many forms among the infant colonies.”
(ibid., pages 115-116)

Subversive  forces  have  replaced  the  original,  nationalistic
freedom  of  early  America  with  the  universalistic  freedom  of  the
Jacobins and Marxists. According to the universalistic conception of
freedom, all of humanity is one and therefore all of humanity must
share the same political freedoms. This tendency first manifests itself
in breaking down legal distinctions within a state, and logically ends
in the demand for one-world government. National borders become
instruments of inequality, because men on one side of a border have
different liberties than men on the other side. 

In  addition  to  being  destructive  and  degenerate,  the
universalistic conception of freedom is also self-contradictory, for it
implies that all human differences of culture, character and opinion
can  harmoniously  co-exist  within  the  same  political  community.
While  it  is  possible  to  have  relative  diversity  within  a  political
community,  it  is impossible to have absolute diversity.  At a certain
point one group's rights will be violated by another's. In other words,
one group's  liberty is  only gained at  the expense of another's.  The
liberty of the early Americans was gained at the expense of the liberty
of the king to rule over his colonies. The liberty of Christians to live
in  a  wholesome society  was  won at  the  expense  of  the  liberty  of
homosexuals  and  fornicators  to  publicly  practice  their  perversions.
The  liberty  of  the  white  man  in  North  America  was  won  at  the
expense of the liberty of the Negro and the Indian. There is no way
for  these  conflicting  liberties  to  co-exist  harmoniously.  Political
correctness demands that Negroes not only be free from slavery, but
that they be free from hurt feelings. In order for the Negro to enjoy
this freedom from hurt feelings, the white man must lose his freedom
to  say  certain  words,  display  certain  symbols,  and  live  in  certain
neighborhoods. The same holds true when it comes to the sodomite
marriage controversy. The freedom of homosexuals to marry has been
won  at  the  expense  of  the  Christian's  freedom  to  refuse  business
services to those celebrating blasphemous and immoral ceremonies.
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The homosexual's freedom from hurt feelings also demands that those
with  unwanted  same-sex  attraction  lose  their  freedom  to  seek
professional counseling.

These  competing  liberties  come  into  conflict  very  rapidly.
Only during the cultural  revolutions of the 1960s did Negroes and
homosexuals gain full legal recognition, and now just a few decades
later the liberties of white Christians are severely threatened.

When  discussing  these  contemporary  controversies,  fake
conservatives  in the mainstream media talk about  how we need to
respect the freedoms of all Americans. This is impossible. In every
one of these conflicts, one side will win and the other will lose. White
Christians are clearly the losers. Some time ago conservatives bought
into the lie that the Negroes and homosexuals just wanted to live their
lives freely, and that in the future society we would all get along and
respect  one  another.  This  false  profession of  brotherhood has  now
been abandoned by the left. Our enemies are openly calling for a day
when the white  race and Christian opposition to homosexuality  no
longer exist. This is their utopia, and we will have no part in it. In this
sense, the left is being more honest than the fake conservatives. The
left is starting to admit what they truly believed all along: that our
liberties are incompatible with theirs.

If  white  Christians  ever  want  to  return  their  nation  to  her
former glory, they must openly declare that American liberty belongs
to them alone.
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7. Americanism and Classical Civilization

“Americans used classical symbols to communicate, to impress, and
to  persuade.  They  [derived]  from  the  classics  both  models  and
antimodels  of  personal  behavior,  social  practice,  and  government
form.  They  [viewed]  the  study  of  the  classics  as  an indispensable
training in virtue...[T]hey derived from the classics a sense of identity
and purpose that  bound them together  with one another  and with
their ancestors in a common struggle. They [drew] from the ancient
poets  and political  theorists  a pastoralism that  glorified the rural,
agricultural lifestyle. They [valued] the simplicity, ethics, and love of
nature exhibited by classical authors and artists. In short, the classics
[provided] Americans with one of their principle sets of ideological
tools.”
(Carl J. Richard, The Golden Age of the Classics in America, Harvard
University Press, 2009, page x)

Up until the end of the 19th century, the study of classical authors was
the foundation of education in the Western world. The classical canon
included  the  works  of  Greek  and  Roman  philosophers,  poets,
historians, playwrights, orators and mathematicians. The intellectual
and artistic might of antiquity was imbibed by reading the truly great
authors whose achievements had been esteemed for generations. This
was the common heritage of the West, and indeed Western civilization
itself arose from the Greco-Roman world. It is from the Greeks that
we inherited the very dichotomy between civilization and barbarism,
the  category  of  civilization  gradually  expanding  to  include  the
Romans  and  then  all  of  Europe.  Western  science  and  analytical
thought also have their origins in Greece. Without these fundamental
achievements  of antiquity,  our  intellectual  world would be entirely
different, and many of our greatest triumphs as a people would have
been impossible.
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When Europeans began settling the North American continent,
they brought the classical tradition with them. William Bradford was a
passenger on the Mayflower and served as governor of the Plymouth
Colony for several years. He left a detailed record of his experiences
in which he relates the extreme hardships suffered by one of the most
important early American settlements. Disease, starvation and hostile
relations  with  both  Indians  and  Europeans  were  the  lot  of  the
Pilgrims,  and yet  from these humble beginnings came the glorious
development  of  our  nation.  The  founding  fathers  were  intensely
interested in classical civilization, and they often made reference to
ancient  authors  and  statesmen  when  interpreting  their  current
situation.  William  Bradford  made  similar  use  of  the  classics,
comparing the Plymouth colony to early Rome. When describing the
allotment of land to the Plymouth colonists Bradford wrote:

“Every person was given one acre of land, for them and theirs, and
they were to have no more till the seven years had expired ; it was all
as near the town as possible, so that they might be kept close together,
for greater safety and better attention to the general employments.
This often makes me think of what Pliny says of the Romans'  first
beginnings in the time of Romulus — how everyone contented himself
with two acres of land, and had no more assigned to them; and how it
was thought a great public reward to receive a pint of corn from the
people of Rome. And long after, the most generous present given to a
Captain  who had won a victory  over  their  enemies,  was as  much
ground as he could till in one day; in fact a man was not considered a
good but a dangerous citizen, who was not content with seven acres
of land.”
(Bradford's  History  of  the  Plymouth  Settlement,  E.  P.  Dutton  and
Company, 1920, page 142)

Rome  is  often  remembered  as  a  massive,  decadent  empire  that
stretched from Egypt to Britain; but in its earliest days Rome was just
one of many small city-states in central Italy. When she was young
Rome developed an intense devotion to civic duty and a great respect
for modest living, and these original virtues are what allowed Rome
to  become  master  of  the  world.  But  conquest  made  the  Romans
wealthy, and consequently greedy and weak. Bradford admired early
Rome, when the city was still healthy and austere. His comparison of
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the Plymouth colony to early Rome proved prophetic, for American
development has closely mirrored that of Rome. The American spirit
existed  in  embryonic  form  in  the  early  British  colonies  before
spreading  across  the  North  American  continent  with  unstoppable
force.  Tragically,  we  have  also  followed  Rome  in  our  slide  into
weakness and degeneracy, and our decline has been so extreme that
salvaging the current system seems almost unthinkable. 

Colleges  in  the  British  colonies  and early  America  focused
almost entirely on the study of classical authors, and a demonstration
of  reading  ability  in  Greek  and  Latin  was  the  normal  admission
requirement. This was the case not only at the elite universities of the
East,  but  also  at  newly  founded institutions  in  the  recently  settled
regions of the West. The distilled wisdom of the classical canon and
the stark beauty of classical architecture was easily transported to the
latest frontier outpost. In his book The Golden Age of the Classics in
America Carl J. Richard quotes historian Walter Agard as saying,

“The classics served to bring intellectual and aesthetic values to the
brutally  pragmatic frontier  and...helped keep the vital  traditions of
Western Europe,  supplementing the ones forged by the challenging
new environment.”
(Carl J. Richard, The Golden Age of the Classics in America, Harvard
University Press, 2009, page 7)

Within a few short years of its foundation a rough frontier town might
boast a library well stocked with the great books of antiquity, as well
as civic buildings decorated with Greco-Roman columns and arches.

When the founding fathers broke away from British rule their
vision for a new republic was heavily influenced by their  classical
education. They drew inspiration from the institutions of the Roman
republic and from ancient political thinkers. They also used various
leaders of antiquity as models for virtuous behavior. Two of the most
important  of  these  models  were  the  Roman  military  leader
Cincinnatus and the Athenian lawgiver Solon.

When Rome was threatened by its enemies, the modest farmer
Lucius  Quintius  Cincinnatus  was  granted  emergency  dictatorial
powers  in  order  to  deal  with  the  crisis.  The  ancient  historian
Dionysius of Halicarnassus describes Cincinnatus as being reluctant
to leave his farm when presented with this great civic honor.
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“Fabius,  the  prefect  of  the  city,  sent  men  to  invite  Quintius
[Cincinnatus] to come and assume his magistracy.  It  chanced that
Quintius  was  on  this  occasion  also  engaged  in  some  work  of
husbandry; and seeing the approaching throng and suspecting that
they were coming after him, he put on more becoming apparel and
went to meet them. When he drew near, they brought to him horses
decked  with  magnificent  trappings,  placed  beside  him  twenty-four
axes with the rods and presented to him the purple robe and the other
insignia  with  which  aforetime  the  kingly  office  had been adorned.
Quintius, when he learned that he had been appointed dictator, far
from being  pleased  at  receiving  so  great  an  honour,  was  actually
vexed, and said: 'This year's crop too will be ruined, then, because of
my official duties, and we shall all go dreadfully hungry.'”
(The  Roman  Antiquities  of  Dionysius  Halicarnassus,  The  Loeb
Classical Library, 1963, page 247)

Cincinnatus soon rescued Rome, but rather than attempting to hold on
to  his  dictatorial  powers  for  as  long  as  possible,  Cincinnatus
immediately relinquished them as soon as the danger had passed, and
he then returned to his farm. 

“...what most of all was worthy of admiration about him — though he
had  received  so  great  power  for  six  months,  he  did  not  take  full
advantage  of  the  law,  but  having  called  the  people  together  in
assembly  and  given  them  an  account  of  his  achievements,  he
abdicated his magistracy. And when the senate wanted him to accept
as much of the conquered land as he wished, together with slaves and
money  out  of  the  spoils,  and to  relieve  his  poverty  with  deserved
riches which he had acquired most honourably from the enemy by his
own toils, he refused to do so. Also when his friends and relations
offered him magnificent gifts and placed their greatest happiness in
assisting such a man, he thanked them for their zeal, but would accept
none of their presents. Instead, he retired again to that small farm of
his  and  resumed  his  life  of  a  farmer  working  his  own  land  in
preference to the life  of  a king,  glorying more in  his  poverty  than
others in their riches.”
(ibid., page 253)
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This  combination  of  modest  agrarian  living  and  willingness  to
selflessly  undertake  great  burdens  for  the  sake  of  the  community
became  an  ideal  in  early  America.  George  Washington,  who
voluntarily retired from political life and returned to his plantation at
Mount Vernon, was frequently celebrated by the founding generation
as an American Cincinnatus.

Solon was known for  the law code that  he gave  to  Athens
when the city was experiencing strife amongst different social classes.
Rather than siding exclusively with the rich or the poor, Solon sought
a compromise that would lead to the harmonious cooperation of the
different classes of citizens. Solon claimed that his solution was not
the  best  government  possible,  but  the  best  government  that  the
Athenians would receive. Many of the founding fathers took to heart
this concept of “the best government the people would receive,” and
avoided the utopian madness of the Jacobin,  the Bolshevik,  or  the
Neocon, who believe that there is one perfect form of government for
all mankind. Perhaps the most famous episode from Solon's life is his
visit to the court of Croesus, which is related by the Greek historian
Herodotus.  Croesus  was  the  king  of  Lydia  (located  in  current-day
Turkey) and was seen by the Greeks as the epitome of oriental wealth
and luxury:

“Having there arrived he was entertained as a guest by Croesus in
the king's palace; and afterwards, on the third or fourth day, at the
bidding of Croesus his servants led Solon round to see his treasuries;
and they showed him all things, how great and magnificent they were:
and after he had looked upon them all and examined them as he had
occasion, Croesus asked him as follows: 'Athenian guest, much report
of  thee  has  come  to  us,  both  in  regard  to  thy  wisdom  and  thy
wanderings, how that in thy search for wisdom thou hast traversed
many lands to see them; now therefore a desire has come upon me to
ask thee whether thou hast seen any whom thou deemest to be of all
men the most happy.' This he asked supposing that he himself was the
happiest of men; but Solon, using no flattery but the truth only, said:
'Yes,  O king,  Tellos  the Athenian.'  And Croesus,  marvelling at that
which he said, asked him earnestly: 'In what respect dost thou judge
Tellos to be the most happy?' And he said: 'Tellos, in the first place,
living while his native State was prosperous, had sons fair and good
and saw from all of them children begotten and living to grow up; and
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secondly he had what with us is accounted wealth, and after his life a
most glorious end: for when a battle was fought by the Athenians at
Eleusis against the neighbouring people, he brought up supports and
routed the foe and there died by a most fair death; and the Athenians
buried him publicly where he fell, and honoured him greatly.”
(The History of Herodotus, Macmillan and Company, 1904, pages 13-
14)

Tellos was uniquely happy in that he both lived to see his children
turn out well and also met a heroic end usually reserved for young
men. To Solon, happiness was not found in the enjoyment of wealth
or luxury, but  in heroic glory and the raising of virtuous children to
serve the community after one's death. This focus on simple, virtuous
living  was  well  received  in  early  America—a  young  nation  that
boasted a healthy, vigorous populace but lacked the wealth of the old
world.

Another  influence  that  prevented  the  founding fathers  from
adopting a utopian view of politics is the idea of cyclic bloom and
decay found throughout ancient thought. In his poem Works and Days
Hesiod related the famous myth of the four ages, which begins with
the idyllic golden age but eventually degenerates into the brutal age of
iron. In the  Republic of Plato, the great philosopher considers how
corrupt  forms  of  government  can  arise  from excessive  wealth  and
vice.

“The next form of government is oligarchy, in which the rule is of the
rich only; nor is it difficult to see how such a State arises. The decline
begins  with  the  possession  of  gold  and  silver;  illegal  modes  of
expenditure are invented; one draws another on, and the multitude
are infected; riches outweigh virtue; lovers of money take the place of
lovers  of  honour;  misers  of  politicians;  and,  in  time,  political
privileges are confined by law to the rich, who do not shrink from
violence in order to effect their purposes.”
(Plato,  The  Republic  in  The  Dialogues  of  Plato  Vol.  III,  Oxford
University Press, 1931 pages 118-119)

This classical understanding of the cyclic nature of life and politics is
expressed in very similar terms in a passage from one of John Adams'
letters to Thomas Jefferson:
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“Will you tell me how to prevent riches from becoming the effects of
temperance and industry? Will you tell me how to prevent riches from
producing  luxury?  Will  you  tell  me  how  to  prevent  luxury  from
producing effeminacy, intoxication, extravagance, vice, and folly?”
(John Adams, The Works of John Adams Volume X, Little, Brown and
Company, Boston, 1856, page 386)

These  wise  words  from  Adams  perfectly  explain  the  situation
currently faced by America and the entire  Western world,  showing
that  the  founding  fathers  were  not  as  naive  as  many  modern-day
patriots, who believe in the eternal perfection of the American system.

Samuel Adams, cousin to John, was perhaps the single most
important and perspicacious of the founding fathers. Adams was the
first to clearly foresee and advocate for the eventual separation of the
colonies from the British crown. He also saw the seeds of American
decline in the earliest days of the republic. In a letter to John Scollay
written in 1780, Adams complains that Americans were too eager to
enjoy  wasteful  frivolities.  Americans  had  fought  to  establish  a
republic, a form of government that was supposed to work only as
long as the citizens carefully guarded their self-control and sobriety.
They then decided to celebrate this new government with vanity and
pomp.

“Our Government,  I perceive,  is organizd on the Basis of  the new
Constitution.  I  am  affraid  there  is  more  Pomp  & Parade  than  is
consistent  with those sober Republican Principles,  upon which the
Framers of it thought they had founded it. Why should this new Oera
be introducd with Entertainments expensive & tending to dissipate the
Minds of the People? Does it become us to lead the People to such
publick  Diversions  as  promote  Superfluity  of  Dress  &  Ornament,
when  it  is  as  much  as  they  can  bear  to  support  the  Expense  of
cloathing a naked Army? Will Vanity & Levity ever be the Stability of
Government, either in States, in Cities, or what, let me hint to you is
of the last Importance, in Families? Of what Kind are those Manners,
by  which,  as  we are truly  informd in a late  Speech,  'not  only  the
freedom but  the  very  Existence  of  Republicks  is  greatly  affected?'
How fruitless is it, to recommend 'the adapting the Laws in the most
perfect Manner possible, to the Suppression of Idleness Dissipation &
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Extravagancy,'  if  such  Recommendations  are  counteracted  by  the
Example of Men of Religion, Influence & publick Station?”
(The Founders'  Constitution,  Volume 1,  Chapter  18,  Document 14,
The University of Chicago Press
 http://press-pubs.uchicago.edu/founders/documents/v1ch18s14.html)

After  indicting  his  contemporaries,  Adams  goes  on  to  praise  the
virtues of the Puritan founders of New England. It was the faith of
these devout men and the fruits born of it that had laid the foundation
for a rational, Christian republic in the new world.

“Our Bradfords, Winslows & Winthrops would have revolted at the
Idea of opening Scenes of Dissipation & Folly; knowing them to be
inconsistent with their great Design, in transplanting themselves into
what they called this 'Outside of the World.' But I fear I shall say too
much. I love the People of Boston. I once thought, that City would be
the Christian Sparta. But Alas! Will men never be free! They will be
free no longer than while they remain virtuous. Sidney tells us, there
are times when People are not  worth saving.  Meaning,  when they
have lost their Virtue. I pray God, this may never be truly said of my
beloved Town.”
(ibid.)

In  these  few  words,  Adams  perfectly  captures  what  Boston,  or
America  as  a  whole,  could  have  been:  a  Christian  Sparta.  Adams
envisioned a combination of two of history's most notoriously “stern”
societies: Puritan New England and ancient Sparta. 

The  Puritans  were  known  for  their  theocratic  demand  that
society  be  reconstructed  on  firm  Biblical  principles,  and  that  we
glorify God in all areas of life. The ancient Spartan state was what
many would call “fascist”; that is, the entire state was run like a strict
military unit. The Spartan citizen body and the Spartan military were
one and the same. Spartan men were prized for their military valor;
Spartan women for their ability give birth to Spartan warriors. Sparta
was  also  very  well  known  for  its  contemptuous  attitude  towards
material  wealth  and  luxury.  Even  at  the  height  of  their  power,
Spartans  continued  to  dine  in  common  mess  halls,  not  opulent
palaces.  If  we  can  imagine  this  Spartan  valor  leavened  with  the
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Christian faith and Puritan zeal, a truly awesome possibility presents
itself. 

The modern liberal will object that Puritan New England and
ancient  Sparta  were  both  completely  lacking  in  freedom and were
therefore fundamentally un-American. Such an objection would only
display the depths of the liberal's  ignorance.  As Adams points out,
men  are  only  free  as  long  as  they  are  virtuous.  That  is,  the
responsibility,  self-control,  and  discernment  needed  in  order  for  a
republic  to  avoid  tyranny  will  disappear  when  public  morality
becomes lax. American freedom cannot exist without a strong public
morality enforced by both church and state. This is something which
our founding fathers, informed by their shared classical heritage, all
agreed upon.

According  to  Richard,  the  “golden  age”  of  the  classics  in
America ended after the War Between the States, and since then, the
curricula at our schools has moved ever further away from the study
of Greek and Latin texts. The abandonment of classical education is
likely  one  of  the  major  factors  that  has  contributed  to  our  rapid
decline. Cut off from the elegance of classical poetry and oratory, our
public discourse has become increasingly base and unsophisticated,
while our ignorance of the history and wisdom of Western civilization
has left us open to accepting egregious Jewish lies about the past and
about human nature. 

Much ink has been spilled on the question of how to build an
intellectually  vigorous  right-wing  resistance  to  modernity.  Many
contemporary  nationalists,  who  are  too  uneducated  to  have  been
admitted into an early American university,  complain  that  America
lacks a tradition of high culture,  and they seek for solutions to our
current crisis in Europe's Ancien Régime, when the clear answer to
this challenge is right in front of us. Our classical heritage makes up
an important part of the intellectual fortress and armory of Western
civilization. This was the high culture of America during its greatest
period, and it can play an integral role in our renaissance.
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8. John Adams and the Continuity of Authority

The American War of Independence is often presented as an early step
in the process of global democratic revolution. Those who promote
this  view  will  say  that  there  is  a  direct  line  from  the  American
founding fathers  to the French Revolution,  and from thence to the
revolutions  of  1848 and the  Russian  Revolution.  The  true  picture,
however,  is  much more complicated,  as is  evident from looking at
primary  source  documents  from  the  1770s.  While  the  secular
humanist  philosophy  of  the  Enlightenment  certainly  did  influence
many of the founding fathers, this influence was not as overwhelming
as it was in the French Revolution and related movements. Alongside
the Enlightenment humanism of America’s founding generation were
strong strains of conservatism, Christianity, organic nationalism and
fidelity to the existing order. Thus,  as we fight against the globalist
system, there is great value in examining these reactionary ideas that
were present during the American Revolution and appropriating them
for our current struggle.

These  more  traditional  elements  are  clearly  present  in  the
collection  of  writings  by  John  Adams  known  as  Novanglus.  This
collection is made up of a series of papers published in 1774 as a
public  response  to  a  loyalist  propagandist,  who  wrote  under  the
pseudonym Massachusettensis.  In  these  papers,  Adams emphasizes
that the patriot cause amongst the colonists represented the continuity
of  authority,  while  the  designs  of  the  British  Parliament  and  the
overbearing colonial governors represented dangerous innovation.

American resistance to the acts of Parliament is not presented
by  Adams  as  being  revolutionary  or  innovative.  The  goal  of  this
resistance was not to create a new nation, but to preserve a nation that
had already organically formed. Through shared history and a unique
culture,  Americans already were a distinct nation.  Adams expresses
the importance of preserving not only the written constitutions of the
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American colonies, but also their religion, moral character and native
culture.

Writing  prior  to  the  Declaration  of  Independence, Adams
refers  to  the  attachment  that  the  colonists  felt  towards  “our
constitutions,” by which he means the established constitutions of the
colonies.

“Massachusettensis  [the  pseudonym  of  Adams’ loyalist  opponent],
conscious  that  the  people  of  this  continent  have  the  utmost
abhorrence of treason and rebellion,  labors to avail  himself  of  the
magic in these words. But his artifice is vain. The people are not to be
intimidated by hard words from a necessary defence of their liberties.
Their attachment to their constitution, so dearly purchased by their
own and their ancestors’ blood and treasure; their aversion to the
late innovations; their horror of arbitrary power and the Romish
religion, are much deeper rooted than their dread of rude sounds
and unmannerly language.” (emphasis added)
(John Adams,  Novanglus,  in  The Works of John Adams Volume IV,
1851,  digitized  by  The  Online  Library  of  Liberty,  http://lf-
oll.s3.amazonaws.com/titles/2102/Adams_1431-04_EBk_v6.0.pdf
page 25)

Adams strongly condemns the destructive policies being considered
by  the  colonial  governors.  These  plans  included  breaking  up  the
organic  boundaries  of  the  colonies  into  new  administrative  units,
which  process  would include  a  dissolution  of  the  original  colonial
charters that formed the legal basis of the American provinces.

“They intended, further, to new-model the whole continent of North
America; make an entire new division of it into distinct, though more
extensive and less numerous colonies; to sweep away all the charters
upon the continent with the destroying besom of an act of parliament;
and reduce all the governments to the plan of the royal governments,
with a nobility in each colony, not hereditary indeed at first, but for
life.” 
(ibid., page 19)
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Adams’ concern is conservative and organic. He desires to preserve
the  constitution  of  America  as  it  already  exists  in  his  day,  where
hereditary aristocracy is not to be found.

As  proof  of  the  parliamentary  designs  for  the  American
colonies,  Adams  quotes  from  Francis  Bernard,  who  was  Royal
Governor  of Massachusetts during the 1760s. According to Adams,
Bernard wrote:

“The grants of the powers of government to the American colonies,
by  charters,  cannot  be understood to  be intended for  other  than
their  infant  or  growing  states.  They  cannot  be  intended  for  their
mature state, that is, for perpetuity; because they are in many things
unconstitutional,  and  contrary  to  the  very  nature  of  a  British
government. Therefore, They must be considered as designed only as
temporary means, for settling and bringing forward the peopling the
colonies; which being effected, the cause of the peculiarity of their
constitution ceases…  Although America is not now, (and probably
will not be for many years to come) ripe enough for a hereditary
nobility,  yet  it  is  now  capable  of  a  nobility  for  life.  A nobility
appointed  by  the  king  for  life,  and  made  independent,  would
probably give strength and stability to the American governments as
effectually as a hereditary nobility does to that of Great Britain. The
reformation of the American governments should not be controlled
by  the  present  boundaries  of  the  colonies,  as  they  were  mostly
settled  upon  partial,  occasional,  and  accidental  considerations,
without any regard to the whole.” (emphasis added)
(ibid., pages 20-21)

This  passage  shows  that  the  Royal  Governor  was  in  favor  of
revolutionary  and subversive measures  in  the  colonies.  One of  the
hallmarks of the Enlightenment revolutionary faith is the redrawing of
political  and  communal  boundaries  on  more  “rational”  and  less
organic  lines.  Even  though  current  boundaries  might  be  based  on
“accidental”  factors  in  history  and  might  not  reflect  what  an
economist or bureaucratic planner would think is most efficient, these
boundaries  have  become  important  factors  in  local  identity  and
community. Dissolving organic historical boundaries always runs the
risk of creating chaos and destroying local autonomy. This passage
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also  shows  that  Adams’  fear  of  the  imposition  of  a  hereditary
aristocracy was legitimate.

Adams is also concerned about the recent changes that would
alter the existing constitution of the colonies with respect to the local
government,  courts  and  established  religion.  Specific  reference  is
made to the Quebec Act of 1774, which granted what were seen by the
Protestant colonists as inordinate concessions to the French Roman
Catholics  of  Canada.  This  last  grievance  points  to  the  particular,
rather than universalistic, concerns of the patriots.

“Is the threepence upon tea our only grievance? Are we not in this
province deprived of the privilege of paying our governors, judges,
&c.? Are not trials by jury taken from us? Are we not sent to England
for  trial?  Is  not  a  military  government  put  over  us?  Is  not  our
constitution  demolished to the foundation? Have not  the ministry
shown, by the Quebec bill, that we have no security against them for
our religion,  any more than our property, if  we once submit to the
unlimited claims of parliament?” (emphasis added) 
(ibid., page 32)

If  direct  involvement  in  local  government were  to  be  eroded,  the
colonists would slowly lose their status as freemen:

“There are but two sorts of men in the world, freemen and slaves. The
very definition of a freeman is one who is bound by no law to which
he has not consented. Americans would have no way of giving or
withholding their consent to the acts of this parliament, therefore they
would not be freemen. But when luxury, effeminacy, and venality are
arrived at such a shocking pitch in England; when both electors
and elected are become one mass of corruption; when the nation is
oppressed  to  death  with  debts  and  taxes,  owing  to  their  own
extravagance and want of wisdom, what would be your condition
under  such  an  absolute  subjection  to  parliament?” (emphasis
added)  
(ibid., page 22)

Adams  stresses  the  unique  national  characteristics  of  Americans,
contrasting them with the effeminacy and venality of the English.
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As the existing colonial  constitutions were agreements between the
founders and the Crown, the British Parliament had no legal right to
its extravagant claims over American affairs.

“They  know  upon  what  hinge  the  whole  dispute  turns;  that  the
fundamentals  of  the  government  over  them  are  disputed;  that  the
minister pretends, and had the influence to obtain the voice of the last
parliament  in  his  favor,  that  parliament  is  the  only  supreme,
sovereign,  absolute,  and  uncontrollable  legislative  over  all  the
colonies; that, therefore, the minister and all his advocates will call
resistance to acts of parliament by the names of treason and rebellion.
But, at the same time, they know that, in their own opinions, and in
the  opinions  of  all  the  colonies,  parliament  has  no authority  over
them, excepting to regulate their trade, and this not by any principle
of common law, but merely by the consent of the colonies, founded on
the obvious necessity of a case which was never in contemplation of
that law, nor provided for by it; that, therefore, they have as good a
right to charge that minister, Massachusettensis, and the whole army
to which he has fled for protection, with treason and rebellion. For, if
the  parliament  has  not  a  legal  authority  to  overturn  their
constitution,  and subject  them to  such acts  as  are  lately  passed,
every man who accepts of any commission, and takes any steps to
carry those acts into execution, is guilty of overt acts of treason and
rebellion against his majesty, his royal crown and dignity, as much
as if he should take arms against his troops, or attempt his sacred
life.” (emphasis added)  
(ibid., page 25)

As  the  British  Parliament  is  the  one  attempting  to  overthrow  the
existing  constitutions,  they  and their  occupying army are guilty  of
rebellion, not the patriots.

Describing the frontiersmen of the colonies, Adams says the frontier,

“is inhabited by a hardy, robust people, many of whom are emigrants
from New England, and habituated, like multitudes of New England
men,  to  carry their  fuzees or rifles upon one shoulder,  to defend
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themselves against the Indians, while they carry their axes, scythes,
and hoes upon the other, to till the ground.” (emphasis added) 
(ibid., page 30)

Adams extols  the  activity  of  the  frontiersman who both fights  the
Indians  and  tills  the  soil,  removing  the  savage  and  cultivating
civilization.  Again  we  note  that  the  patriots  did  not  support  the
multiculturalism often attributed to them by fake conservatives.

While Adams is certainly concerned about the freedom of the
colonists, he is not interested in freedom for freedom’s sake. Adams,
like many of the founding fathers, valued liberty because it promoted
individual  virtues,  while  becoming more dependent  on government
creates a population that tends towards vice.

“The nature of the encroachment upon the American constitution is
such,  as  to  grow  every  day  more  and  more  encroaching.  Like  a
cancer,  it  eats  faster  and  faster  every  hour.  The  revenue  creates
pensioners,  and the pensioners urge for more revenue.  The people
grow less steady, spirited, and virtuous, the seekers more numerous
and  more  corrupt,  and  every  day  increases  the  circles  of  their
dependents  and  expectants,  until  virtue,  integrity,  public  spirit,
simplicity, and frugality, become the objects of ridicule and scorn,
and vanity, luxury, foppery, selfishness, meanness, and downright
venality swallow up the whole society.” (emphasis added)  
(ibid., page 32)

For Adams, the goal is preserving the existing national character of
the Americans, not creating a new national character through a violent
rupture with the past.

According  to  Adams,  the  high-handed  behavior  of  the  British
Parliament  is  based  on a  false  understanding of  the  extent  of  that
body’s authority.

“We had considered ourselves as connected with Great Britain, but
we  never  thought  parliament  the  supreme  legislature  over  us.  We
never generally supposed it to have any authority over us, but from
necessity, and that necessity we thought confined to the regulation of
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trade, and to such matters as concerned all the colonies together. We
never allowed them any authority in our internal concerns.” 
(ibid., page 36)

To support this contention—that the original charters of the colonies
ensured a fair degree of independence—Adams makes the following
comments on the history of Virginia and Massachusetts.

“The charter to the treasurer and company of Virginia, 23 May, 1609,
grants  ample  powers  of  government,  legislative,  executive,  and
judicial,  and then contains an express covenant, ‘to and with the
said treasurer and company, their successors, factors, and assigns,
that  they,  and  every  of  them,  shall  be  free  from  all  taxes  and
impositions forever, upon any goods or merchandises, at any time
or times hereafter, either upon importation thither, or exportation
from thence, into our realm of England, or into any other of our
realms or dominions.’

I agree with this writer [Massachusettensis], that the authority
of  a  supreme legislature  includes  the right  of  taxation.  Is  not  this
quotation,  then,  an irresistible  proof,  that  it  was not  ‘the sense of
King James or his ministers, or of the ancestors of the Virginians, that
they were to remain subject to parliament as a supreme legislature?’

After this, James issued a proclamation recalling the patent,
but  this  was  never  regarded.  Then  Charles  issued  another
proclamation, which produced a remonstrance from Virginia, which
was answered by a letter from the lords of the privy council, 22 July,
1634,  containing the royal assurance, that ‘all their estates, trade,
freedom, and privileges should be enjoyed by them in as extensive a
manner as they enjoyed them before those proclamations.’ Here is
another evidence of the sense of the king and his ministers.

Afterwards, parliament sent a squadron of ships to Virginia;
the  colony  rose  in  open  resistance,  until  the  parliamentary
commissioners granted them conditions, that they should enjoy the
privileges  of  Englishmen; that  their  assembly  should  transact  the
affairs of the colonies; that they should have a free trade to all places
and nations,  as the people of England; and fourthly,  that ‘Virginia
shall be free from all taxes, customs, and impositions whatever, and
none to be imposed on them without consent of the grand assembly;
and  so  that  neither  forts  nor  castles  be  erected,  or  garrisons
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maintained, without their consent.’ One would think this was evidence
enough of the sense both of the parent country and our ancestors.”
(emphasis added)  
(ibid., page 77)

“The first planters of Plymouth were ‘our ancestors’ in the strictest
sense.  They  had  no  charter  or  patent  for  the  land  they  took
possession  of;  and  derived  no  authority  from  the  English
parliament or crown to set up their government. They purchased
land of the Indians, and set up a government of their own, on the
simple principle of nature; and afterwards purchased a patent for
the  land  of  the  council  at  Plymouth;  but  never  purchased  any
charter for government, of the crown or the king, and continued to
exercise all  the powers  of government,  legislative,  executive,  and
judicial,  upon  the  plain  ground  of  an  original  contract  among
independent  individuals  for  sixty-eight  years,  that  is,  until  their
incorporation with Massachusetts by our present charter. The same
may  be  said  of  the  colonies  which  emigrated  to  Say-Brook,  New
Haven, and other parts of  Connecticut.  They seem to have had no
idea of dependence on parliament,  any more than on the conclave.
The Secretary of Connecticut has now in his possession an original
letter from Charles II. to that colony, in which he considers them
rather as friendly allies, than as subjects to his English parliament;
and even requests them to pass a law in their assembly relative to
piracy.” (emphasis added) 
(ibid., page 78)

Adams  emphatically  declares  that  the  patriotic  cause  is  the
conservative and traditional one.

“The patriots of this province desire nothing new; they wish only to
keep their old privileges. They were, for one hundred and fifty years,
allowed to tax themselves, and govern their internal concerns as they
thought best. Parliament governed their trade as they thought fit. This
plan they  wish  may continue  forever.  But  it  is  honestly  confessed,
rather than become subject to the absolute authority of parliament in
all cases of taxation and internal polity, they will be driven to throw
off that of regulating trade.” (emphasis added) 
(ibid., page 92)
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These  passages  from Adams  do  not  only  provide  insight  into  the
motives and values of the founding generation of our nation, but they
also present interesting strategies for our future revival.

Adams’  key  principle  is  that  the  acts  of  Parliament  are
illegitimate if  they violate  the original constitution or compact that
formed the political community in the first place.  Thus, resisting the
new tyrannical  laws is  not rebellion,  but rather fidelity  to the law,
while supporting the tyrannical laws is actually lawless. This same
principle is very relevant for us today.

One of the key political problems facing our nation is the ever-
increasing non-white population within our borders. This population
poses  an  especially  grave  threat  because,  under  current  law,  these
people are allowed to vote. If current trends continue, Americans will
be a minority in our own country in a few decades, and a rather small
minority  by  the  end  of  the  century.  In  other  words,  we  are  fast
approaching a time when we will no longer be able to vote ourselves
back into power. However, by building upon John Adams’ arguments
we are presented with some interesting options for overcoming this
problem.

The  original  Constitution  of  the  United  States  did  not
guarantee citizenship and voting rights to blacks or other non-whites
residing in American territory. These rights were only guaranteed by
amendments to the Constitution ratified immediately after the Civil
War.  But  were  these  amendments  legal  under  the  original
Constitution? One can make a strong argument that they were not.

Immediately following the Civil War, the southern states were
under military occupation. It clearly violates the spirit of the original
Constitution to say that the Constitution can be legally amended when
the  ratifying  votes  of  several  states  were  extorted  through  violent
force.  It  is  absurd  to  suppose  that  the  authors  of  the  Constitution
would have accepted that a conflict in which half a million Americans
were killed by their fellow countrymen could count as fulfilling the
Constitution’s  aim to “insure  domestic  Tranquility,  provide  for  the
common  defence,  promote  the  general  Welfare,  and  secure  the
Blessings of Liberty to ourselves and our Posterity.” It is in fact hard
to  imagine  a  more  unconstitutional  procedure  than  extorting  votes
from a state under military occupation. If the founding fathers viewed
taxes imposed by Parliament as illegitimate and tyrannical, how much
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more would they condemn the use of force to alter the Constitution
against the will of the posterity of the original contracting parties of
that compact?

Having established that the post-Civil War amendments to the
Constitution are invalid, it is easy to see the legal case for overcoming
the  problem  of  non-white  voters,  as  they  have  no  legal  right  to
citizenship.

The process of recognizing the legal legitimacy of the original,
unaltered  Constitution  would  not  involve  any  violence  or
revolutionary chaos. It would not be carried out by lone individuals
arbitrarily  disobeying  existing  statutes;  it  would  be  a  collective,
peaceful effort of reforming American society along traditional lines.
As lesser magistrates at the county or state level formally declare the
post-Civil War amendments to be lawless and invalid, we could see a
return to the order and tranquility envisioned by the founding fathers,
where white  Christian men could govern themselves,  their  families
and their communities according to the traditional American virtues of
independence, integrity, simplicity and frugality.
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9. Untethered Constitutionalism

As part of the panicked effort to smear Donald Trump during the 2016
election,  National  Review editor  Rich  Lowry  published  a  piece  in
Politico in  which  he draws a distinction  between constitutionalism
and populism. While acknowledging that the two can be compatible,
he  expresses  concern  about  populism  that  is  not  “tethered”  to
constitutionalism.

“Conservatism has always had a populist element, encapsulated by
the oft-quoted William F.  Buckley  Jr.  line that  he would rather  be
governed by the first 2,000 names in the Boston phone book than by
the  Harvard faculty.  But  the  populism was tethered  to,  and in  the
service of, an ideology of limited-government constitutionalism.”
(Rich Lowry, The Battle for the Soul of the Right, in Politico, January
20  2016,  https://www.politico.com/magazine/story/2016/01/the-
battle-for-the-soul-of-the-right-213548)

As a constitutionalist myself, I agree that in order to have a virtuous,
prosperous country it is necessary for constitutionalism and populism
(or more accurately,  nationalism) to be tethered together.  However,
Lowry seems to have his priorities backwards: nationalism should not
be  subordinated  to  constitutionalism,  but  rather  constitutionalism
should  be  subordinated  to  nationalism.  When  it  happens  that  a
government or written constitution no longer serves the interests of
the  nation  that  established  it,  it  is  time  for  the  government  to  be
reformed. Politically correct “conservatives,” on the other hand, claim
that the written political document must be defended at all costs, even
if it means that the nation that framed the document is to be wiped out
by the soft genocide of mass immigration and race-mixing.

Not  only  must  constitutionalism  be  subordinated  to
nationalism,  but  constitutionalism  is  in  fact  impossible  without
nationalism.  For  the  very  word  “constitution”  should  not  be
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understood in the narrow sense given to it by Lowry and others like
him.  The  “constitution”  of  a  nation  is  not  just  a  document.  The
“constitution” of a nation is that which constitutes it; in other words,
that  which  makes  up  the  nation.  Thus,  every  nation  has  a  racial
constitution  and  a  religious  constitution, in  addition  to  its  legal
constitution.  The overall  constitution of a  nation is  made up of its
legal,  religious,  cultural,  linguistic  and  racial  aspects.  Written
constitutions are shaped by all of these influences and are therefore
inseparable from the racial characteristics of the men who wrote them.
There is therefore no such thing as a “color-blind” constitutionalism. 

Many mainstream conservatives are quick to say that they do
not  care  if  America  becomes  a  brown  country,  so  long  as  the
Constitution  is  respected.  But  the  Constitution  cannot  survive  this
racial transformation. The third world hordes are predisposed by their
low IQ and other genetic traits to vote themselves more welfare and
government  benefits.  Self-reliance  and  limited  government  are  not
part of their racial makeup. The browning of America will inevitably
result  in  the  permanent  destruction  of  American  constitutionalism.
Earlier generations of Americans understood this very well, and this is
why  they  celebrated  and  defended  whiteness  in  their  narratives,
monuments and legal codes.
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10. Aryans Follow the Sun

A standard  view of  early  American  history  is  that  the  new nation
represented an extension of English civilization on the new continent,
as the language, customs, and laws of England shaped many aspects
of the young republic. And while this is undoubtedly true, many early
Americans thought of their nation as the latest stage of a racial and
cultural  movement  that  began  long  before  the  emergence  of  the
English people. They were aware that their expansion into the savage
wilderness of the West was part of a journey that had begun millennia
ago when the original Aryans left their homeland. In his book Race
and Manifest  Destiny,  Reginald Horsman notes the prominent 19th
century belief  that civilization and the Aryan race travel westward,
following the sun.

“[T]he Americans were inspired to link their Anglo-Saxon past to its
more distant Teutonic or Aryan roots. Even in colonial America the
ancient idea of the westward movement of civilization had brought
dreams of a great new empire on the North American continent, but
as  German  philologists...wrote  of  tribes  spreading  westward  from
central Asia following the path of the sun, the Americans were able to
see new meaning in their drive to the Pacific and Asia. They could
and did conceive themselves as the most vital and energetic of those
Aryan  peoples  who  had  spilled  westward,  'revitalized'  the  Roman
Empire,  spread  throughout  Europe  to  England,  and  crossed  the
Atlantic in their relentless westward drive.”
(Reginald Horsman,  Race and Manifest Destiny, Harvard University
Press, 1981, page 5)

Although this Aryan ideology did develop more fully in the United
States during the 19th century, in the late 18th century Americans had
already linked their Anglo-Saxon past to the ancient Germans of two
thousand  years  ago.  Some  of  the  founding  fathers  viewed  their
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political  program  largely  as  an  attempt  to  return  to  the  form  of
government  practiced by their  Anglo-Saxon and German ancestors,
and they used the institutions of the German tribes as described by the
ancient Roman historian Tacitus, as one of their sources of inspiration.
Describing the ancient Germans, Tacitus says:

“They choose their kings for their noble birth, their generals for their
prowess: the king's power is neither unlimited nor arbitrary, and the
generals owe their authority less to their military rank than to their
example and the admiration they excite by it, if they are dashing, if
they are conspicuous, if they charge ahead of the line.”
(Tacitus, The Agricola and Germania, Methuen & Co., London, 1894,
page 60)

“Upon minor matters the chiefs deliberate; upon greater matters the
general assembly, with the reservation that, in the latter case, where
the  popular  vote  settles  the  question,  these  matters,  too,  must  be
thoroughly debated at a meeting of the chiefs. The general assembly
is held regularly on fixed days (except in the instance of a sudden
emergency  arising) either  at  new or full  moon…When the general
opinion is that the time has come to begin, they all take their seats,
arms in hand. Silence is commanded by the priests, on whom now
devolves  the  task  of  maintaining  order.  Then  the  king  or  a  chief,
according to the speaker's age or rank or fame or eloquence, is heard
by  the  assembly;  but  he  is  listened  to  rather  as  a  man  whose
influential character carries weight than as one who has the power to
command. If the proposal finds no favour, its rejection is signified by
groaning; if it is accepted, the warriors clash their spears. Approval
expressed by the cashing of arms is the form of assent held in the
highest honour.”
(ibid., pages 63-64)

It is easy to see how the founding fathers would have felt a strong
contrast  between  the  deliberative  decision  making  of  the  ancient
Germans  and  the  high-handed  behavior  of  the  royal  governors
trampling  over  their  rights.  Viewing  the  tyrannical  institutions  of
contemporary Europe as foreign to the native political forms of their
race,  the  early  Americans  celebrated  the  return  of  their  ancient
liberties.
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“Has  not  every  restitution  of  the  ancient  Saxon  laws  had  happy
effects? Is it not better now that we return at once into that happy
system of our ancestors, the wisest and most perfect ever yet devised
by the wit of man, as it stood before the 8th century?”
(Thomas Jefferson, quoted in Horsman, page 22)

Thus the American pioneers who expanded Westward were not just a
“vital and energetic” branch of the Aryan family, but were the only
branch  that  had  explicitly  attempted  a  return  to  the  political
institutions  of  the  ancient  Aryan  tribes.  Following  this  political
renewal came a furious conquest and expansion of Aryan civilization,
and within a few short years the United States stretched to the Pacific
coast, the very edge of the West.

Earlier  generations  of  Americans  understood  that  their
institutions were connected with the distant past and that they were
unique to their own racial and cultural heritage. Americanism was not
simply invented by Enlightenment philosophers, and it was certainly
not  meant  to  be  an  abstract  set  of  ideas  that  can  be  magically
transferred to any savage tribe. 
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11. Monuments to White Womanhood

The last wild portions of the American frontier were settled around
1900, and shortly thereafter Americans began erecting monuments to
commemorate  this  heroic  conquest.  A particularly  popular  type  of
frontier  commemoration  was the monument  to the pioneer  mother.
The 1910s and 1920s saw several such monuments spring up across
the country, and in 1929 Americans established an elaborate series of
twelve pioneer mother statues, known collectively as the Madonna of
the Trail, which were situated along the National Old Trail Road, a
coast-to-coast highway that followed many of the old pioneer routes.
The dedication  ceremonies  for  these monuments  featured  the  most
prominent statesmen of the day making speeches in praise of white
American womanhood. By looking at these speeches we can see the
feminine virtues cherished by Western Christian civilization.

“There are few men of the West of my generation who did not know
the pioneer woman in his own mother, and who does not rejoice to
know that her part in building that great civilization is to have such
beautiful recognition. It was those women who carried the refinement,
the moral character and spiritual force into the West. Not only they
bore great burdens of daily toil and the rearing of families, but they
were intent that their children should have a chance, that the doors of
opportunity  should be open to  them. It  was their  insistence  which
made the schools and the churches.”
(President  Herbert  Hoover,  Public  Papers  of  the  Presidents  of  the
United  States:  Herbert  Hoover—Containing  the  Public  Messages,
Speeches, and Statements of the President January 1 to December 31,
1930, United States Government Printing Office, Washington, 1976,
page 152)

“She has been the bulwark ever standing between civilization and
barbarism...When we seek the sources of the clearness of her mind
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and the strength of her character, we should remember that she was
the daughter of the most vigorous, alert, and aggressive peoples of
the Old World. In her veins ran the blood of the fiery and fearless
conquistadors; or else she came from another race of conquerors, the
staunch and sturdy Anglo-Saxons; or claimed descent from the warm-
hearted,  liberty-loving  Celts,  the  Irish,  the  Scotch,  and the  Welsh.
Perhaps her ancestry was French, German, or Scandinavian. We may
say that she was largely of Nordic and Celtic ancestry, generally held
to be the best blood of Europe, and the pioneer woman of the South-
west was the product of a century and a half of breeding from the
higher, stronger, more alert and aggressive individuals of a race of
colonists,  a  breeding  process  that  excluded  from  propagation  the
weak,  the  vicious,  the  cowardly,  those  of  physical  infirmity  or
imperfect  formation.  She  came  from a  strain  that  was  more  truly
selected  in  point  of  mental  and  physical  vigor,  intellectual
inquisitiveness,  enterprise,  and self-reliance  than any other  human
stock  in  history.  We  cannot  evaluate  her  character  without  any
appreciation of her intelligence. Hers was an intelligence that quickly
and  clearly  recognized  that  the  three  great  pillars  of  democratic
government are religion, education and the home. She trusted in God
and was a firm believer in the efficacy of prayer.”
(Secretary  of  War  Patrick  J.  Hurley,  quoted  in  The Congressional
Record: The Proceedings and Debates of Second Session of Seventy-
First  Congress,  Volume  LXXII  Part  7, United  States  Government
Printing Office, 1930, page 7502)

Traditional  society  values  women  not  only  for  their  ability  to
reproduce  physically,  but  for  their  ability  to  raise  spiritually  and
emotionally healthy children. During the westward advance, the first
Americans to settle a new territory were often solitary mountain men
or other adventurous fortune-hunters. Free of all family obligations,
these pioneers could fall into immoral living in the many boom towns
across the West. It was only with the arrival of decent white women
that an area began to adopt a more civilized way of life. Men desired
to marry the recently arrived females, and the creation of families and
the  attendant  responsibilities  resulted  in  the  refinement  of  the
community. Out of concern for their children's temporal and eternal
welfare, the pioneer mothers helped to establish churches and schools,
key components of civilization. As their menfolk struggled against the
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wilderness and the savage natives, the women of the frontier raised
the next generation of conquerors. From her place in the home, the
pioneer  mother  had  an  immensely  positive  influence.  Being  a
homemaker did not make the woman a slave, but a pillar of society.
The contemporary feminist saying “well-behaved women rarely make
history” could not be more wrong, for in reality well-behaved women
are the bedrock of historical progress.

These  feminine  virtues  are  reflected  in  the  monuments
themselves. The women are often depicted with their offspring, their
greatest contribution to the nation. The monument from the Kansas
State Capitol shows a pioneer mother in modest dress with an infant
at her bosom, a rifle in her hand, and a pious young son at her side. At
her feet rests a dog, a symbol of fidelity.

Without morally healthy women a nation cannot flourish, and
when this fact is recognized it becomes clear how dark our current
situation truly is. Once cherished as the mothers of our race, women
today are viewed as unpaid whores. Not one out of a thousand white
men would think of the pioneer mother when asked to describe his
perfect woman. The traditional feminine ideal has been destroyed by
the filth of Jewish Hollywood and Freudian sexology. Men have been
conditioned to desire only the rutting animal, and women have been
conditioned to fulfill this desire. When the Jews degrade our women,
they  soil  the  womb  of  our race—the  root  from  which  future
generations spring. The Jews have put such an effort into corrupting
us sexually because they fear how powerful our race can be when we
are morally healthy. Americans of the early 20th century understood
that  virtuous white  womanhood,  when acting in  harmony with our
masculine will for exploration, conquered a continent. If our people
once  again  dedicate  themselves  to  God  and  begin  to  build  chaste
families, we can follow in the footsteps of our ancestors.
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12. Racial Policy in the American West

It  is part of the contemporary American mythology that during the
Civil  War  the  noble  Yankees  defeated  the  evil  racist  Southerners,
bringing in an era of racial equality. While there certainly were radical
abolitionists at the time who were true believers in egalitarianism, the
great  bulk of  Northerners  and Westerners  held opinions  that  today
would be condemned as “racist.” Many of those who sought to end
slavery,  including  Abraham  Lincoln,  favored  repatriation  of  freed
blacks to Africa in order to avoid the problem of racial integration.
Many of those who opposed the spread of slavery into the Western
territories  did  so  because  they  feared  the  negative  impact  slavery
would have on free white labor, not because they thought whites and
blacks were equal in ability.  States such as Oregon and California,
which today are considered paragons of progress, were at one time
just as aware of race as the Confederacy.

The  original  Oregon  Constitution  (drafted  in  1857)  in  fact
banned free blacks from even settling in the state:

“No free Negro, or Mulatto, not residing in this state at the time of
the adoption of this constitution, shall come, reside, or be within this
state, or hold any real estate, or make any contracts, or maintain any
suit therein; the Legislative Assembly shall provide by penal laws, for
the removal,  by public officers,  of all  such Negroes,  and Mulattos,
and  for  their  effectual  exclusion  from  the  state,  and  for  the
punishment of persons who shall bring them into the state, or employ,
or harbor them.”

The same constitution further stipulated that,
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“No Negro, Chinaman, or Mulatto shall have the right of suffrage.”
(Source: Oregon State Archives,
https://sos.oregon.gov/archives/exhibits/constitution/Documents/trans
cribed-1857-oregon-constitution.pdf)

Oregon gained statehood in 1859 and remained with the Union during
the Civil War, showing that white racialism was not at all limited to
the Confederacy.

After the South was defeated,  the more radical  abolitionists
had a narrow window in which they were able to implement some of
their  more  insane  projects  in  conquered  Dixie.  Fortunately,  the
backlash against this rampant egalitarianism was swift and effective.
This reaction against abolitionism was already especially evident in
California by 1867, with the victory of Henry Huntley Haight in the
gubernatorial election.

“On a cold, gray morning in December 1867, Henry Huntley Haight
took to a Sacramento stage and delivered a furious denunciation of
the Radical  Reconstruction  policies  pursued by Congress.  Haight’s
speech on this day echoed sentiments he had expressed publicly, and
with increasing ferocity, over much of the preceding year, but now he
spoke for the first time as governor of California. His inauguration
staged the final act in a political revolution the swept the Republican
Party  from  power  and  delivered  the  state  into  the  hands  of  the
Democrats, a party that only a year earlier had seemed so blackened
by the stain of rebellion that few thought it would ever rise again…

Haight’s inaugural address offers some clues to his change of
heart, and that of many Californians. Haight claimed that Congress,
‘under the leadership of extreme men,’ was brazenly subverting the
purposes for which the war was fought, and the consequences of this
subversion, he feared, would be disastrous. ‘The late war,’ he insisted,
‘was  waged  on  our  part  to  enforce  the  authority  of  the  Federal
Government in the Southern States and prevent the disruption of the
Union.’ It was not waged, he contended, ‘to destroy the liberties of
any portion of the people, or create a negro empire on our southern
border.’ As  the  rest  of  the  speech  made  clear,  this  last  was  the
consequence  he  feared  most.  Nine  months  earlier,  the  Radical
Congress  had  extended  the  franchise  to  blacks  in  the  District  of
Columbia  and  the  territories,  and,  six  months  earlier,  it  had
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enfranchised freedmen throughout the South. For Haight, of all the
‘usurpations’ perpetrated by Congress, this  was the worst. ‘This is
briefly the nature of the reconstruction policy of Congress,’ he said.
‘It takes from the white people of ten States their constitutional rights,
and leaves them subject to military rule; and disfranchises enough
white  men  to  give  the  political  control  to  a  mass  of  negroes  just
emancipated and almost as ignorant of political duties as the beasts
of the field.’ Haight warmed to his subject as he continued, and his
language purpled with outrage. Neatly turning Radical idiom back on
itself, he told the crowd, ‘Thus, the reconstruction policy of Congress
is  the…abolition  of  those  personal  rights  guaranteed  by  the
Constitution  and…the  subjection  of  the  white  population  of  the
Southern States, men, women, and children, to the domination of a
mass of ignorant negroes.’

Here was the panic that had brought California’s dissenters to
the polls. The notion that black men might control the levers of power
anywhere  in  the  United  States  was appalling  in  itself.  But  Haight
reminded his audience that the reality was in fact much worse: ‘The
national legislature enacts…that the political power…shall be given
to the negroes, who can thereby control their domestic administration
and send to Congress negro senators and representatives, to assist in
making laws to govern the white people of the North.’ Black men now
had the ‘power to participate in federal legislation,’ and Haight was
incredulous. ‘That any white man could be found on this continent to
sanction a policy so subversive of rational liberty, and in the end so
fatal  to  the Union and the Government,  is  a  subject  of  unceasing
astonishment.’ ‘These  measures,’ he  said,  ‘are  a  violation  of  the
fundamental  principles  of  the Constitution  and of  liberty;  of  every
dictate  of  sound  policy;  of  every  sentiment  of  humanity  and
christianity;  and are  a  disgrace  to  our  country  and to  the  age  in
which we live.'”
(D.  Michael  Bottoms,  An  Aristocracy  of  Color:  Race  and
Reconstruction in California and the West, 1850-1890, University of
Oklahoma Press: 2013, pages 55-58)

Pro-white  racial  policy  continued  in  California  for  several
decades and was not overturned until after World War II. Naturally the
dismantling of state racial  policy was carried out by the courts, as
laws that favored the white race were generally  quite popular with
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white voters and were therefore unlikely to be defeated in open, fair
elections. 

In the case of Perez v. Sharp (1948) the state Supreme Court
overturned California’s anti-miscegenation law which stated that “All
marriages of white persons with negroes,  Mongolians,  members of
the  Malay  race,  or  mulattoes  are  illegal  and  void.” The  written
decision in this case provides some interesting information about the
history of racial policy in California.

“California’s first miscegenation statute (Stats. 1850, ch. 140, p. 424)
was enacted at the same time as two other statutes concerning race. It
has  been  held  that  these  three  statutes  were  in  pari  materia  and
therefore to be read together. (Estate of Stark, 48 Cal.App.2d 209, 214
[119 P.2d 961].) The two companion statutes provided: ‘No black or
mulatto person, or Indian, shall be permitted to give evidence in favor
of, or against, any white person. Every person who shall have one-
eighth part or more of Negro blood shall be deemed a mulatto, and
every person who shall have one half of Indian blood shall be deemed
an Indian.’ (Stats.  1850, ch.  99,  § 14,  p.  230; repealed  Code Civ.
Proc., § 18, 1872.) ‘No black, or mulatto person, or Indian, shall be
permitted to give evidence in any action to which a white person is a
party, in any Court of this State. Every person who shall have one
eighth part or more of negro blood, shall be deemed a mulatto; and
every person who shall have one half Indian blood, shall be deemed
an Indian.’ (Stats. 1850, ch. 142, § 306, p. 455; repealed Code Civ.
Proc., § 18, 1872.)

In 1854, this court held that Chinese (and all others not white)
were precluded from being witnesses against white  persons on the
basis of the statute quoted above. (People v. Hall, 4 Cal. 399, 404.)
The  considerations  motivating  the  decision  [32  Cal.2d  720]  are
candidly  set  forth:  ‘The  anomalous  spectacle  of  a  distinct  people
[Chinese], living in our community, recognizing no laws of this State
except  through  necessity,  bringing  with  them  their  prejudices  and
national feuds, in which they indulge in open violation of law; whose
mendacity is proverbial; a race of people whom nature has marked as
inferior,  and  who  are  incapable  of  progress  or  intellectual
development  beyond  a  certain  point,  as  their  history  has  shown;
differing  in  language,  opinions,  color,  and  physical  conformation;
between  whom  and  ourselves  nature  has  placed  an  impassable
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difference,  is now presented, and for them is claimed, not only the
right to swear away the life of a citizen, but the further privilege of
participating with us in administering the affairs of our Government.’
(People v. Hall, supra, at pp. 404-405.)”
(Source: Stanford Law School Library 
https://scocal.stanford.edu/opinion/perez-v-sharp-26107)

The explanation given by the California Supreme Court in 1854 is a
clear and concise statement on why racial egalitarianism will always
be a failure, especially when whites are unequally yoked with non-
whites in a civil  government.  The non-white races will  retain their
inborn  character,  and  as  soon  as  white  leadership  in  society  is
weakened,  non-whites  will  revert  to  their  natural  behavior  and
institutions. All of the problems that exist in non-white countries are
brought  to  America  when  non-whites  immigrate  here.  The  white
utopian desire to live in a “color-blind” society is not reciprocated by
the non-whites who retain their tribal identity and have no intention or
ability to be loyal to an abstract concept of justice that “does not see
race.”

Fighting for white interests was an American phenomenon, not
a Southern distinctive.  White  racial  superiority  in  America  did not
occur by accident,  nor was it  formed by subconscious motivations.
White  Americans  had  an  explicit,  conscious  understanding  of  the
reality  of  race  and  shaped  policy  based  on  this  clear  vision.
Furthermore,  without  the  fight  for  white  interests  carried  on  by
Americans in the North, South and West, there would be no America
today. Without a strict color line and an aggressive pro-white policy of
expansion, America would never have stretched “from sea to shining
sea.” If you appreciate America, thank your racialist forefathers who
made it what it is.

   93



94



13. Race and the Second Amendment

Mainstream conservatives seek to obscure the importance of race by
emphasizing American values that are supposedly “racially neutral.”
These neutral values, they claim, can be shared by members of any
race, and therefore race is irrelevant to traditional Americanism. One
of the favorite values promoted by the color-blind conservative is the
right  to  bear  arms  enshrined  in  the  Second  Amendment  to  the
Constitution. As in most cases, however, these conservatives are lying
to  themselves  and  others,  and  because  their  position  is  based  on
falsehoods, they have no consistent response to the leftists who point
out the “racist” reality of American history.

An example of this is found in an article by Chauncey DeVega
entitled  White guys are killings us: Toxic, cowardly masculinity, our
unhealable national illness (https://www.salon.com/2015/12/16/
white_guys_are_killing_us_toxic_cowardly_masculinity_our_unheala
ble_national_illness/). The article argues that the traditional American
concept of white male supremacy is the root cause of our unique gun
culture and our strong resistance to any efforts to limit  our Second
Amendment  rights.  Fake  conservatives  responded to  the  article  by
pointing and sputtering at the hyperbolic headline,  but as is almost
always the case when discussing the origins of American society, it is
the left that more honestly highlights the racialist aspect.

If  one  can  filter  out  the  anti-white  editorializing,  DeVega's
article  quite  accurately  describes  early  America  as  being  a  society
founded by and for whites, and it correctly points out the connection
between white solidarity and democratic government.

“The gun is central to the founding of an American society where
hierarchies  of  race  and  gender  were  central  to  the  country’s
Herrenvolk white racial settler democratic project. America was born
as, and remains, a culture and society dedicated to maintaining the
dominance, privilege, and power of white men over people of color
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and women.  This  was not  an accident,  bug,  or  a  glitch.  It  was  a
feature. Guns helped White America to commit genocide against First
Nations  peoples  and  to  steal  land  under  the  doctrine  of  Manifest
Destiny. The gun maintained Southern society as a white over black
racial military dictatorship.”

In other words, gun ownership was central to white America's struggle
against  the  surrounding  savagery.  Without  personal  ownership  of
firearms,  fewer  settlers  would  have  struck  out  into  a  wilderness
populated by primitive natives, and Southerners would have faced the
constant danger of a slave revolt. So far, the article is quite accurate,
and it gets even more interesting.

“The color line dominates America’s past and present.  The United
States’ racial order, those seemingly arbitrary, yet so very powerful
and life altering demarcations of who is 'white' and 'non-white' in the
United States,  was born in 1675 during Bacon’s Rebellion.  In that
moment,  white  indentured  servants  and  black  'laborers'  struggled
together against the planter class in Virginia. The planter class found
a  solution,  one  that  still  dominates  how  Whiteness  pays  a
psychological and material wage to white people in the United States.
White  elites  decided  to  give  white  indentured  men  guns  and land
when their period of service was complete. In contrast, black people
would  be  slaves,  people  without  rights  in  that  society,  and whose
period  of  'service'  was  permanent:  the  black  body became human
property and a vessel for White America’s wealth.”

The only major flaw in the preceding paragraph is the assumption that
racial distinctions are “arbitrary” (white planters recognized the very
real  racial  similarities between white  laborers and themselves,  they
did  not  just  make  them  up);  otherwise,  the  analysis  is  essentially
correct.  Unlike the rulers of the more aristocratic colonies of Latin
America, white planters in the northern British colonies wisely chose
racial solidarity with poor whites rather than class prejudice against
them. White racialism arose together with the democratic view that all
white men are entitled to the same basic rights and opportunities. The
old-world belief in an absolute distinction between white nobles and
white  peasants  runs  counter  to  white  racial  consciousness  and
solidarity.
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In  early  America,  firearm  ownership  was  a  mark  of
citizenship.  After  the  Civil  War  there  was  an  effort  by the  radical
egalitarians  and  abolitionists  to  guarantee  full  equal  rights  to  the
former slave population. While this equality was written into the post-
Civil War amendments to the Constitution, it was never fully accepted
or acknowledged by the vast majority of white Americans. Both de
facto  and  de  jure  prohibitions  on  race  mixing  and  full
enfranchisement persisted for decades in the North and the South. The
reason for this is the obvious inequality between whites and blacks
that nearly all white people are naturally aware of. 

“White  elites  understood the  practical  and symbolic  power  of  the
gun.  As  such,  they  passed  laws  that  made  it  illegal  for  black
Americans to own firearms. African-American Civil War veterans, a
group  that  had  earned  their  full  citizenship  as  men  via  martial
prowess,  would  be  made  the  focus  of  special  violence  by  white
Southerners.  The  infamous  Black  Codes  and  Jim  and  Jane  Crow
denied guns to black people on practical grounds—black people with
guns would be able to actively resist white supremacist violence and
political disenfranchisement. These laws had symbolic power as well.
Because gun ownership was reserved for white people, it was deeply
integral to notions of white masculinity and white male power. The
gun was a tool for white men to protect 'the white family' against non-
whites.”

Today the gun is still an effective and necessary tool for defending the
white family from non-white violence. The wisdom of these previous
generations of white Americans is manifest whenever one considers
the shocking murder rates in majority  black cities.  In the hands of
whites,  guns contribute  to  an orderly free society.  In  the hands of
blacks, guns contribute to anarchy and destruction. The problem with
gun violence  in  the United  States  has nothing to  do with flaws in
white  masculinity;  rather,  it  has  to  do  with  the  gravely  mistaken
notion  that  the  concept  of  white  masculinity  and  its  implied
responsibility  can be transferred to  black men.  When given voting
rights,  blacks  set  up  parasitic  welfare  states  that  inevitably  self-
destruct. When given guns, blacks kill each other in mass numbers.
The  attempt  to  grant  white  freedoms  to  blacks  not  only  leads  to
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violence and chaos, but it ultimately degrades and limits the freedom
once enjoyed by the white population.

“In  an  iconic  visual,  members  of  The  Black  Panther  Party,  in
compliance with state law, marched on the California state capital
while brandishing their guns. The notion that gun ownership should
be exclusive to white people would be asserted once more. Ronald
Reagan,  then  governor  of  California,  worked  to  pass  stricter  gun
laws because of the Black Panthers using open carry laws.”

This is the tragedy of trying to integrate  blacks into white society:
freedoms  that  could  be  exercised  responsibly  by  whites  are  taken
away from everyone. Jews and leftists pretend that it is the non-whites
who are exclusively the victims when the state passes restrictive laws
specifically aimed at solving problems caused by non-whites, but this
is incorrect. It is first and foremost the white population that suffers
during  every  misguided  effort  to  integrate  racial  groups  that  are
incompatible with our civilization.

DeVega accurately states what is at stake in the gun control
debate: the constitutional right to gun ownership is a white thing, and
undermining this  right  undermines  white  culture.  White  Americans
currently  have  only a  subconscious  awareness  of  this.  Unless  they
come to a conscious understanding of this issue, their gun rights will
eventually disappear.
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14. Virtue, Liberty and Republican Harmony

The  founding  fathers  of  America  viewed  virtue  and  morality  as
indispensable  to  the  preservation  of  liberty.  This  fundamental
connection  between  virtue  and  liberty  shaped  the  essence  of
Americanism. It was because the founders of America loved virtue
and order that our nation was established as a balanced republic, and
not  a  pure  democracy  with  only  one  branch  of  government.  The
founders saw liberty as a means to an end, not an end in itself. Liberty
was  one  of  the  many  factors  that  played  a  role  in  establishing  a
rational form of government—a republic where the natural interests of
different classes and regions were brought into harmony. 

This focus on virtue and harmony is the mark of a truly just
government, and this focus is notably absent amongst the communists
and socialists, who demand the leveling of society and the abolition of
all human distinctions. The French Revolution, not the American, was
the  first  major  push  towards  pure  democracy  and  the  chaos  that
always accompanies it. In France, the revolutionaries fought for the
delusion  that  “freedom” is  a  universal  human right  that  should  be
given to all people, and that absolute freedom is always desirable in
all  circumstances  and automatically  leads  to happiness.  One of the
great deceptions of our age is the idea that the American Revolution
was  fought  in  the  name of  this  false  doctrine  of  pure  democracy.
When one explores  the actual  words and thoughts of the founding
fathers, this deception is quickly destroyed.

“A  simple  democracy,  or  an  unballanced  republic  is  one  of  the
greatest of evils.”
(Benjamin  Rush  in  a  letter  to  John  Adams  21  July  1789,
https://founders.archives.gov/documents/Adams/99-02-02-0695)
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“Remember Democracy never lasts long. It soon wastes exhausts and
murders itself. There never was a Democracy Yet, that did not commit
suicide. It is in vain to Say that Democracy is less vain, less proud,
less  selfish,  less  ambitious  or  less  avaricious  than  Aristocracy  or
Monarchy.  It  is not true in Fact and no where appears in history.
Those Passions are the same in all Men under all forms of Simple
Government, and when unchecked, produce the same Effects of Fraud
Violence and Cruelty. When clear Prospects are opened before Vanity,
Pride, Avarice or Ambition, for their easy gratification, it is hard for
the  most  considerate  Phylosophers  and  the  most  conscientious
Moralists to resist the temptation. ”
(John  Adams  in  a  letter  to  John  Taylor,  17  December  1814,
https://founders.archives.gov/documents/Adams/99-02-02-6371)

As  we have  already  seen,  the  study of  the  Greco-Roman Classics
played  a  significant  role  in  forming  the  intellectual  world  of  the
founding fathers.  This interest  in the Classics,  and not a desire for
universal human liberation and revolution, was the strongest influence
on their conceptions of liberty. The history of the rise and fall of the
ancient republics taught them the true value of liberty as a means of
preserving virtue and combating vice.  From this perspective, virtue
and  liberty  are  mutually  dependent,  both  nurturing  and  preserving
each other.

“Steeped  in  a  literature  whose  perpetual  theme  was  the  steady
encroachment of tyranny upon liberty, [the founding fathers] became
virtually obsessed with spotting the early warning signs of impending
tyranny, so that they might avoid the fate of their classical heroes.
They  learned  from  the  political  horror  stories  of  the  ancient
historians  that  liberty  was  as  precarious  as  it  was  precious–
precarious  because cunning individuals  were constantly  conspiring
against  it,  precious  because  virtue  could  not  survive  its  demise.
Tyranny was the worst fate not so much because it deprived one of
liberty, as because it deprived one of virtue. The corrupting effects of
living  in  tyranny–the  dehumanizing sycophancy and the degrading
collaboration necessary to avoid the tyrant’s bad graces–were more
abhorrent and disgusting than the oppression itself.”
(Carl J. Richard, The Founders and the Classics, Harvard University
Press, 1995, page 8)
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Classical  republicans  feared  conspiracies;  not  so  much  because
tyranny deprived citizens of their liberty as because it robbed them of
their virtue.

We can see how far we have fallen, as most Americans today
would define liberty as “doing whatever you want,” not the ability to
avoid  the  servile  and  effeminate  nature  of  courtiers.  It  is  also
important  to  note  that  the  founding  fathers  were  afraid  of  mob
democracy  because  it  leads  to  the  elevation  of  demagogues,  who
quickly bring in a new tyranny—one that is often worse than the old
tyranny  they  originally  protested.  Thus,  true,  lasting  liberty  is
dependent on the virtues of moderation and self-control, not on the
unlimited pursuit of personal desires.  

Wishing  to  avoid  the  dangers  of  both  servile  tyranny  and
anarchistic democracy, America was founded as a mixed-government
constitutional  republic.  The  founding  fathers  deeply  hated  tyranny,
and  they  knew  that  tyranny  often  arose  from  the  excessive
concentration  of wealth  and power in  the hands of  a dictator  or  a
hereditary oligarchy. But they were equally aware that tyranny could
also come from a pure democracy, where the whims of the people
could  easily  be  controlled  by  subversive  forces.  In  short,  they
understood  that  conflict  and  resentment  amongst  different  social
classes could result in tyranny, but that eradicating class distinctions
(as  Marxism proposes)  would  be impossible.  As a  solution  to  this
problem  of  conflicting  class  interests,  they  devised  a  form  of
government that would be a mixture of democracy, aristocracy, and
monarchy. The Constitution was designed not only to preserve liberty,
but to preserve order and social harmony.

The House of Representatives served as the democratic branch
of the government, because these were the only officials who, in the
original  Constitution,  were directly  elected by the people.  Senators
were selected by state legislatures, which were assumed to represent
the interests of the political elite in the respective states, and thus the
Senate  was  considered  to  be  the  aristocratic  segment  of  the
government (the lengthy six year term of a Senator, as opposed to two
years for Representatives, was another measure meant to ensure that
Senators  could act  more  independently  of  shifting  public  opinion).
And finally, the President, who was selected by the electoral college,
represented  the  monarchical  function.  The  President  was  given  an
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independent  authority  not  derived  from  an  elected  parliament,
ensuring  that  he  could  be  a  true  leader.  Another  feature  of  the
Constitution  meant  to  guard  against  the  chaos  of  democratic
revolution was the limit on federal power and the emphasis on local
control of local concerns. States and counties were given extensive
authority when it came to issues that did not immediately affect the
entire  nation,  because  a  government  made  up  of  numerous  semi-
autonomous political  bodies is  much less susceptible  to subversion
and disorder.

Thus, we can see that true American liberty is not a panacea or
magical transformation. Simply giving “liberty” to a nation is futile
without  ensuring  the  preservation  of  a  strong  public  morality  and
harmonious social  order.  Failure to  recognize this  has led to much
misplaced  enthusiasm  for  the  French  Revolution,  where  absolute
freedom and pure democracy were championed.  The great  English
conservative Edmund Burke addressed this point when discussing the
French disaster of 1789:

“Abstractedly speaking, government, as well as liberty, is good; yet
could I, in common sense, ten years ago, have felicitated France on
her  enjoyment  of  a  government  (for  she  then  had  a  government)
without inquiry what the nature of that government was, or how it
was administered? Can I now congratulate the same nation upon its
freedom? Is it because liberty in the abstract may be classed amongst
the blessings of mankind, that I am seriously to felicitate a mad-man,
who  has  escaped  from  the  protecting  restraint  and  wholesome
darkness of his cell, on his restoration to the enjoyment of light and
liberty? Am I to congratulate a highwayman and murderer, who has
broke prison, upon the recovery of his natural rights?
…I should therefore suspend my congratulations on the new liberty of
France,  until  I  was  informed  how  it  had  been  combined  with
government; with publick force; with the discipline and obedience of
armies;  with  the  collection  of  an  effective  and  well-distributed
revenue; with morality and religion; with solidity and property; with
peace and order; with civil  and social manners. All these (in their
way) are good things too; and, without them, liberty is not a benefit
whilst it lasts, and is not likely to continue long.”
(Edmund Burke,  Reflections  on the  French  Revolution,  Cambridge
University Press, 1912, pages 7-8)
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Burke  was  correct  to  compare  democratic  revolutions  to  criminals
escaping from prison, as both events tend to result in further violence
and destruction. Yet despite the obvious misery and bloodshed caused
by such strivings for “freedom,” the mainstream culture continues to
praise  this  revolutionary  attitude.  Until  we  return  to  the  Classical
concepts  of  virtue  and  liberty,  we  will  only  see  the  continued
disintegration of America and the spread of chaos around the world.
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15. The Anti-Federalists

“You are not to inquire how your trade may be increased, nor how
you  are  to  become  a  great  and  powerful  people,  but  how  your
liberties can be secured; for liberty ought to be the direct end of your
government.”
Patrick Henry, Anti-Federalist leader

Right-wing critics of America and/or the Constitution often seek to
legitimize their position by appealing to the Anti-Federalist Papers, a
collection of essays from the late 1780s written in opposition to the
new Constitution drafted in Philadelphia. The authors of the papers,
who almost  all  wrote under various pseudonyms, did indeed make
several interesting observations about the Constitution and accurately
predicted a number of the problems that America has faced since its
adoption,  such as activist  courts, a decadent federal capital  and the
loss of states' rights. It is therefore our duty to honestly consider their
arguments and ask if our Constitution could be improved.

We begin with the Anti-Federalist Brutus, who argued that the
Constitution grants too much arbitrary authority to the judicial branch,
essentially allowing the courts to rewrite the law.

“it appears, that  the judgment of the judicial, on the constitution,
will become the rule to guide the legislature in their construction of
their powers. What the principles are, which the courts will adopt, it
is impossible for us to say; but...it is not difficult to see, that they may,
and probably will, be very liberal ones. We have seen, that they will
be authorized to give the constitution a construction according to its
spirit  and  reason,  and  not  to  confine  themselves  to  its  letter.”
(emphasis added)
(Brutus, Letter XII)
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The  predictions  of  Brutus  have,  most  tragically,  come  to  pass.
Numerous national disasters, such as the legalization of abortion and
school desegregation, were only achieved through the Supreme Court
violently departing from the clear letter of the law. These unpopular
policies would have been impossible to pass in the federal legislature,
so  the  forces  of  degeneracy  exploited  this  weakness  in  the
Constitution.

Early Americans saw themselves as the founders of a modest
pioneer republic based on frugality and personal responsibility. They
loathed  the  bloated,  luxurious  European  courts  full  of  corrupt
sycophants leeching off of the central government, and they certainly
did  not  want  the  American  capital  to  look  like  this.  The  Anti-
Federalist Cato warned that the office of President as defined in the
Constitution would indeed lead to such a situation.

“I endeavored to prove that the language of the article relative to the
establishment of the executive of this new government was vague and
inexplicit, that the great powers of the President, connected with his
duration in office would lead to oppression and ruin. That he would
be governed by favorites and flatterers, or that a dangerous council
would be collected from the great officers of state—that  the ten miles
square [the federal capital]...would be the asylum of the base, idle,
avaricious  and  ambitious,  and  that  the  court  would  possess  a
language and manners different from yours.” (emphasis added)
(Cato Letter V)

Cato very accurately describes the current state of Washington, D.C.,
where the greedy politicians are joined by an army of lobbyists and
consultants  sucking  dry  our  national  wealth.  As  recent  populist
outbursts have proven, Americans widely believe that the denizens of
our capital view themselves as a distinct noble class that should not
have to listen to the concerns of the peasants in flyover country. And
this belief is completely correct, as the disdain that our political elites
feel for the “deplorables” has never been more obvious. 

Perhaps  the  most  serious  charge  against  the  new  proposed
Constitution was that it would eventually destroy the identity of the
states as individual sovereign entities.  In one of the Anti-Federalist
papers  credited  to  “The  Pennsylvania  Minority,”  we  find  that  the
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author correctly predicted that the “Supremacy Clause” in Article VI
of the Constitution effectively meant the end of states' rights. 

“the  supremacy of  the  laws of  the  United  States  is  established by
article  6th,  viz.  'That  this  constitution  and the  laws  of  the  United
States,  which shall  be made in  pursuance thereof,  and all  treaties
made,  or  which  shall  be  made,  under  the  authority  of  the  United
States, shall be the supreme law of the land; and the judges in every
state shall be bound thereby; any thing in the constitution or laws of
any state to the contrary notwithstanding.' It has been alledged that
the words 'pursuant to the constitution,'  are a restriction upon the
authority of Congress; but when it is considered that by other sections
they are invested with every efficient power of government, and which
may be exercised to the absolute destruction of the state governments,
without  any  violation  of  even  the  forms  of  the  constitution,  this
seeming restriction, as well as every other restriction in it, appears to
us to be nugatory and delusive; and only introduced as a blind upon
the real nature of the government.  In our opinion, 'pursuant to the
constitution,'  will  be  co-extensive  with  the  will  and  pleasure  of
Congress,  which,  indeed,  will  be  the  only  limitation  of  their
powers.” (emphasis added)
(The Pennsylvania Minority)

Probably the greatest legacy of the Anti-Federalists was the addition
of  the  Bill  of  Rights  to  the  Constitution.  These  amendments  were
largely crafted as a response to the concerns brought forth by these
critics. The concern about the erosion of states' rights was addressed
in Tenth Amendment, which reads, 

“The powers not delegated to the United States by the Constitution,
nor  prohibited  by  it  to  the  States,  are  reserved  to  the  States
respectively, or to the people.”

However,  the  Tenth  Amendment  has  done  very  little  to  stop  the
encroachment of the federal government upon the rights of the states,
vindicating  the  Anti-Federalists  even  further.  Federal  supremacy
ultimately was won through the force of arms, not legislation. Once
the federal apparatus was allowed to build a military, it was then able
to  use  this  force  to  impose  its  will  on  any  recalcitrant  states,
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regardless  of  what  the  Tenth  Amendment  says.  During  the  forced
integration  of  public  schools  many  Southerners  objected  that  the
federal government was overstepping its limits as defined in the Tenth
Amendment. The Supreme Court responded by citing the Supremacy
Clause and the President responded by sending in federal troops to
force racial harmony down the throats of white Southerners. 

One of the more important critiques of the Constitution made
by the contemporary far-right is that the document does not clearly
define the racial requirements for American citizenship. We have seen
elsewhere  that  this  did  not  prevent  several  states,  including  those
outside  of  the  South,  from  passing  pro-white  racial  legislation.
However, the failure to define racial issues clearly at the federal level
has ultimately been a very costly mistake for the nation. And although
race was not the main concern of the Anti-Federalists, they did notice
the  deficiency  of  the  Constitution  on  this  point.  For  example,  the
Federal Farmer commented on the fact that the Constitution has age
requirements,  but  not  racial  or  religious  requirements,  for  holding
office.

“The  qualifications  of  the  representatives  are  also  fixed  and
designated, and no person under 25 years of age, not an inhabitant of
the state,  and not having been seven years a citizen of the United
States, can be elected; the clear inference is, that all persons 25 years
of age, and upwards, inhabitants of the state, and having been, at any
period or periods, seven years citizens of the United States, may be
elected  representatives.  They  have  a  right  to  be  elected  by  the
constitution,  and the  electors  have  a  right  to  chuse  them.  This  is
fixing the federal representation, as to the elected, on a very broad
basis: it can be no objection to the elected, that they are Christians,
Pagans, Mahometans, or Jews; that they are of any colour, rich or
poor, convict or not: Hence many men may be elected, who cannot
be electors. Gentlemen who have commented so largely upon the
wisdom of the constitution, for excluding from being elected young
men under a certain age, would have done well to have recollected,
that  it  positively  makes pagans,  convicts,  &c.  eligible.” (emphasis
added)
(Federal Farmer Letter XII)
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The Anti-Federalist  Agrippa pointed out that another  danger of the
Constitution is that it gives the federal government exclusive power
over immigration law, which could result in states that wish “to keep
their  blood  pure”  being  overruled  by  the  federal  government.
Interestingly, Agrippa, a New Englander, gives Pennsylvania, with its
recent German and Dutch immigration, as an example of a state that is
less prudent in racial matters.

“We come now to the second and last article of complaint against the
present confederation, which is, that Congress has not the sole power
to regulate the intercourse between us and foreigners. Such a power
extends not only to war and peace, but to trade and naturalization.
This last article ought never to be given them; for though most of the
states  may  be  willing  for  certain  reasons  to  receive  foreigners  as
citizens,  yet  reasons  of  equal  weight  may  induce  other  states,
differently  circumstanced,  to  keep their  blood pure. Pennsylvania
has chosen to receive all that would come there. Let any indifferent
person judge whether that state in point of morals, education, energy
is equal to any of the eastern states [New England]; the small state of
Rhode-Island only excepted. Pennsylvania in the course of a century
has acquired her present extent and population at the expense of
religion  and  good  morals.  The  eastern  states  have,  by  keeping
separate  from  the  foreign  mixtures,  acquired,  their  present
greatness  in  the  course  of  a  century  and  an  half,  and  have
preserved their religion and morals. They have also preserved that
manly virtue which is equally fitted for rendering them respectable in
war, and industrious in peace.” (emphasis added)
(Agrippa Letter IX)

If  these  racial  concerns  had  been  taken  more  seriously  by  the
founding generation, it is quite possible that we could have avoided
much  of  the  death  and  suffering  that  we  have  experienced  in  our
nation's history. 

Having  seen  that  the  Anti-Federalists  did  indeed  anticipate
many  of  the  problems  created  by  the  Constitution,  what  lessons
should we take from this? Some far-right critics have attempted to use
the writings of the Anti-Federalists  as proof that Americanism as a
whole was rotten from the beginning and that we should abandon it in
favor of European-style monarchy. This approach, however, ignores
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the  wisdom  of  the  Anti-Federalists.  Far  from  being  opposed  to
representative government, the Anti-Federalists in fact objected to the
Constitution largely because they felt that it was too aristocratic and
too  centralized.  They were  greatly  concerned  that  the  Constitution
would not allow men of the working classes to serve in the federal
legislature and that the ratio of representation in this body would be
much too large.

“Each order  [social  class] must  have a share in the business of
legislation  actually  and efficiently.  It  is  deceiving  a people to tell
them they are electors, and can chuse their legislators, if they cannot,
in  the  nature  of  things,  chuse  men  from  among  themselves,  and
genuinely like themselves.” (emphasis added)
(Federal Farmer Letter VII)

“A representation so formed as to admit but few or none of the third
class, is, in my opinion, not deserving of the name — even in armies,
courts-martial are so formed as to admit subaltern officers into them.
The true idea is, so to open and enlarge the representation as to let in
a due proportion of the third class with those of the first.  Now, my
opinion  is,  that  the  representation  proposed  is  so  small,  as  that
ordinarily very few or none of them can be elected; and, therefore,
after  all  the  parade  of  words  and  forms,  the  government  must
possess  the soul  of aristocracy,  or  something worse,  the spirit  of
popular leaders.” (emphasis added)
(Federal Farmer Letter IX)

“The great body of the yeomen of the country cannot expect any of
their order in this assembly — the station will be too elevated for
them  to  aspire  to  — the  distance  between  the  people  and  their
representatives, will be so very great, that there is no probability that
a farmer, however respectable, will be chosen — the mechanicks of
every branch, must expect to be excluded from a seat in this Body —
It will and must be esteemed a station too high and exalted to be filled
by any but the first men in the state, in point of fortune; so that  in
reality there will be no part of the people represented, but the rich,
even  in  that  branch  of  the  legislature,  which  is  called  the
democratic. The well born, and highest orders in life, as they term
themselves, will be ignorant of the sentiments of the midling class of
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citizens, strangers to their ability, wants, and difficulties, and void of
sympathy, and fellow feeling.” (emphasis added)
(Brutus Letter III)

The Anti-Federalists clearly shared one of the main concerns of many
of the founding fathers: that a republic must strive to harmonize all
classes of society by giving them a voice in government. That sought-
after harmony does not exist today, and the enormous gulf that exists
between the people and our representatives in Washington certainly
does not help the situation.

The founders  who supported  a  stronger  federal  government
did have legitimate concerns about the weakness of the Articles of
Confederation, and even though some of the solutions they proposed
to  strengthen  the  union  eventually  had  negative  consequences,  it
would be unfair to simply condemn the supporters of the Constitution
as being malicious. It would also be incorrect to label the Constitution
as being “anti-American.” Even with the flaws that were pointed out
by the Anti-Federalists, the document is still uniquely American and
possesses many fine qualities. There were wise, sincere men on both
sides of the debate over the Constitution, and supporting one side of
the debate does not mean that we must dishonor the other. Nor does
siding with the Anti-Federalists in any way justify an anti-American
attitude.  The Federalists  and Anti-Federalists  were not debating the
validity of Americanism; they were debating what manner of written
constitution  would  best  reflect  the  organic,  pre-existent  American
identity.  They were creating a new legal code, not a new ethnicity.
No Englishman or Frenchman would think of abandoning his English
or French identity because there were flaws in a centuries-old legal
code;  nor  should  we  abandon  our  American  identity  because  the
Constitution  is  imperfect.  Rather,  we  should  commit  ourselves  to
improving the American nation, learning from both the triumphs and
the errors of previous generations.
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16. John C. Calhoun On Constitutional Government

The great  genius of  traditional  American  politics  is  an aversion to
utopianism. It is very common to find utopian ideas on the left, but
they are also present on the radical right. Utopians generally assume
that making a change in the external political organization of a society
can eliminate all or most of the problems facing mankind. They think
that if private property is abolished, or if suffrage is extended further,
or if certain races are removed, then the evils of greed and corruption
found in all societies will somehow disappear, or at least be reduced
to a negligible level. Those who hold this attitude make the mistake of
thinking that human suffering is caused by external institutions, not
by the wicked hearts and desires of men.

Adopting a Scriptural anthropology inevitably leads to an anti-
utopian position,  because God is  quite  clear  that  man in his  fallen
state always has a tendency to sin:  “The heart is deceitful above all
things,  and  desperately  wicked”  (Jeremiah  17:9); “There  is  none
righteous,  no,  not  one:  There  is  none that  understandeth,  there  is
none that seeketh after God. They are all gone out of the way, they are
together become unprofitable; there is none that doeth good, no, not
one” (Romans 3:10-12). We are even told that those who have been
redeemed and given the Holy Spirit will continue to struggle against
sin as long as they live in this  world.  As St. Paul says of himself,
“For I know that in me (that is, in my flesh,) dwelleth no good thing:
for to will is present with me; but how to perform that which is good I
find not.  For the good that I would I do not: but the evil  which I
would not, that I do” (Romans 7:18-19). Given this inner depravity of
the human heart,  it  is complete  folly to think that  crime and other
social problems can be abolished by transforming institutions rather
than men. The vices of greed, hatred and envy will be found wherever
men live together.

It was largely because of the Protestant heritage of the earliest
American  colonists  that  our founding fathers  framed a constitution
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that  assumed the  corrupt  nature  of  men.  They built  in  a  series  of
checks and balances to prevent the excessive accumulation of power
in a limited number of hands, and they staved off chaotic mob rule by
deliberately avoiding direct democracy. However, we must recognize
that,  during  the  early  years  of  the  Republic,  alongside  the  wiser
attitude embodied in the Constitution there also existed an unhealthy
zeal for democracy and equality.

In  his  works  on  political  science,  the  celebrated  statesman
from  South  Carolina,  John  C.  Calhoun  (1782-1850),  distilled  the
wisdom  of  the  American  political  tradition  and  purified  it  of  all
lingering traces of egalitarianism. His two short works A Disquisition
On  Government and  A  Discourse  On  the  Constitution  and
Government of the United States succinctly and clearly critique the
dangerous tendency towards mass democracy that is bringing about
the undoing of civilization. Calhoun’s is the purest and most potent
American  political  philosophy,  and  as  such  should  be  mined  by
contemporary American nationalists who wish to change our current
trajectory.

Calhoun begins his  Disquisition with the simple observation
that  men  are  inevitably  more  concerned  about  those  affairs  that
directly affect them.

“[W]hile man is created for the social state, and is accordingly so
formed as to feel what affects others, as well as what affects himself,
he is, at the same time, so constituted as to feel more intensely what
affects him directly, than what affects him indirectly though others;
or, to express it differently, he is so constituted, that his direct or
individual  affections  are  stronger  than his  sympathetic  or  social
feelings. I  intentionally  avoid  the  expression,  selfish  feelings,  as
applicable to the former; because, as commonly used, it implies an
unusual excess of the individual over the social feelings, in the person
to whom it  is  applied; and, consequently,  something depraved and
vicious. My object is, to exclude such inference, and to restrict the
inquiry  exclusively  to  facts  in  their  bearings  on the  subject  under
consideration, viewed as mere phenomena appertaining to our nature
—constituted as it is; and which are as unquestionable as is that of
gravitation,  or  any  other  phenomenon  of  the  material  world.”
(emphasis added)
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(Disquisition  on  Government,  in  Union  and Liberty:  The  Political
Philosophy  of  John  C.  Calhoun,  1992,  digitized  by  The  Online
Library of Liberty, http://lfoll.s3.amazonaws.com/titles/683/Calhoun
_0007_Ebk_v6.0.pdf, page 18)

While this observation is incredibly obvious, it is practically denied
by those utopians who believe that private property can be abolished
or that men can be expected to naturally vote for the common good,
not their own personal advantage. In addition to the teaching of the
Bible cited above, the self-interested nature of man is undeniable in
every society of which we have any knowledge. The utopian belief
that  men are  not  naturally  self-interested  is  an  irrational  article  of
faith. There is nothing “scientific” about any form of socialism that
claims to be able to abolish human self-interest. Animals down to the
microscopic  level  display self-interest,  so it  is  absurd to think that
self-interest  is  caused by supposedly  unjust  or  unnatural  economic
systems.

Indeed,  if  men  did  not  have  self-interest,  there  would  be
practically  no  need for  government  in  the  first  place.  It  is  mainly
because  men  often  pursue  their  self-interest  through  violent  and
treacherous means that governments are formed.

“[T]hat  constitution  of  our  nature  which  makes  us  feel  more
intensely  what  affects  us  directly  than what  affects  us  indirectly
through others,  necessarily  leads  to  conflict  between  individuals.
Each,  in  consequence,  has  a greater  regard for  his  own safety  or
happiness,  than for  the  safety  or  happiness  of  others;  and,  where
these come in opposition, is ready to sacrifice the interests of others
to his own. And hence, the tendency to a universal state of conflict,
between individual and individual; accompanied by the connected
passions  of  suspicion,  jealousy,  anger  and  revenge—followed  by
insolence,  fraud  and  cruelty—and,  if  not  prevented  by  some
controlling  power,  ending  in  a  state  of  universal  discord  and
confusion, destructive of the social state and the ends for which it is
ordained. This controlling power, wherever vested, or by whomsoever
exercised, is government.” (emphasis added)
(ibid., page 19)
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Although governments are instituted to regulate the behavior of self-
interested men, governments themselves are no more trustworthy than
the individual  self-interested  men who compose them. This  simple
observation disproves the common statist fantasy that somehow the
state is inherently more trustworthy than individuals. It is natural that
men will use any authority granted to them to seek their own self-
interest at the expense of others.

“But government, although intended to protect and preserve society,
has itself a strong tendency to disorder and abuse of its powers, as all
experience and almost every page of history testify.  The cause is to
be  found in  the  same  constitution  of  our nature  which  makes
government indispensable. The powers which it is necessary for
government to possess, in order to repress violence and preserve
order, cannot execute themselves. They must be administered by
men in whom, like others,  the individual are stronger than the
social feelings. And hence, the powers vested in them to prevent
injustice  and  oppression  on  the  part  of  others,  will,  if  left
unguarded, be by them converted into instruments to oppress the
rest  of  the  community.  That,  by  which  this  is  prevented,  by
whatever name called, is what is meant by constitution, in its most
comprehensive  sense,  when  applied  to  government.”(emphasis
added)
(ibid., page 20)

Therefore,  the starting point for theorizing about a civil constitution
ought not to be an abstract concept of justice, but rather the realistic
consideration  of  how  best  to  balance  the  existing  interests  of
individuals, classes and regions.

“Having its origin in the same principle of our nature, constitution
stands to government, as government stands to society; and, as the
end  for  which  society  is  ordained,  would  be  defeated  without
government,  so that for which government is ordained would, in a
great measure, be defeated without constitution. But they differ in this
striking particular.  There is no difficulty in forming government. It
is not even a matter of choice, whether there shall be one or not.
Like  breathing,  it  is  not  permitted  to  depend  on  our  volition.
Necessity  will  force  it  on  all  communities  in  some  one  form or
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another. Very different is the case as to constitution. Instead of a
matter of necessity, it is one of the most difficult tasks imposed on
man to form a constitution worthy of the name; while, to form a
perfect one—one that would completely counteract the tendency of
government to oppression and abuse, and hold it strictly to the great
ends  for  which  it  is  ordained—has  thus  far  exceeded  human
wisdom, and possibly ever will.” (emphasis added)
(ibid., page 20)

Truly  constitutional  governments,  as  defined  by  Calhoun,  are
therefore the exception in human history, not the rule. When we, as
American  nationalists,  urge  the  importance  of  constitutional
government,  we  should  emphasize  that  harmonizing  competing
interests is our main concern.  Once we realistically accept the limits
to  social  harmony  imposed  by  differences  in  race,  culture  and
religion, we can then argue on purely constitutional grounds against
multiculturalism. Given  the  difficulty  of  totally  harmonizing  the
interests of any two men from identical backgrounds, it is absurd to
suggest  that  the  interests  of  hundreds  of  different  nationalities
unnaturally joined together under one government can be coordinated
with justice and efficiency.

“How can those who are invested with the powers of government be
prevented  from  employing  them,  as  the  means  of  aggrandizing
themselves, instead of using them to protect and preserve society? It
cannot  be  done  by  instituting  a  higher  power  to  control  the
government,  and  those  who  administer  it.  This  would  be  but  to
change the  seat  of  authority,  and to  make  this  bigger  power,  in
reality, the government; with the same tendency, on the part of those
who might  control  its  powers,  to  pervert  them into  instruments  of
aggrandizement.  Nor  can  it  be  done  by  limiting  the  powers  of
government, so as to make it too feeble to be made an instrument of
abuse; for, passing by the difficulty of so limiting its powers, without
creating  a power higher  than the government  itself  to  enforce  the
observance  of  the  limitations,  it  is  a  sufficient  objection  that  it
would,  if  practicable,  defeat  the  end  for  which  government  is
ordained, by making it too feeble to protect and preserve society. The
powers  necessary  for  this  purpose  will  ever  prove  sufficient  to
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aggrandize  those who control  it,  at  the  expense  of  the  rest  of  the
community.” (emphasis added)
(ibid., pages 20-21)

Since neither expanding nor limiting governmental  authority solves
the  problem,  Calhoun  concludes  that  distributing  governmental
authority amongst the citizens is the only logical option for preventing
despotic abuse while at the same time maintaining justice.

“How government, then, must be constructed, in order to counteract,
through its organism, this tendency on the part of those who make
and execute the laws to oppress those subject to their operation, is the
next question which claims attention. There is but one way in which
this can possibly be done; and that is, by such an organism as will
furnish  the  ruled  with  the  means  of  resisting  successfully  this
tendency on the part of the rulers to oppression and abuse. Power
can only be resisted by power—and tendency by tendency. Those
who exercise power and those subject to its exercise—the rulers and
the ruled—stand in antagonistic relations to each other.

The same constitution of our nature which leads rulers to
oppress the ruled—regardless of the object for which government is
ordained—will, with equal strength, lead the ruled to resist, when
possessed  of  the  means  of  making  peaceable  and  effective
resistance. Such  an  organism,  then,  as  will  furnish  the  means  by
which resistance may be systematically and peaceably made on the
part of the ruled, to oppression and abuse of power on the part of the
rulers,  is  the  first  and  indispensable  step  towards  forming  a
constitutional  government.  And as this can only be effected by or
through the right of suffrage—(the right on the part of the ruled to
choose their rulers at proper intervals,  and to hold them thereby
responsible for their conduct)—the responsibility of the rulers to the
ruled,  through  the  right  of  suffrage,  is  the  indispensable  and
primary principle in the foundation of a constitutional government.
When  this  right  is  properly  guarded,  and  the  people  sufficiently
enlightened to understand their own rights and the interests  of the
community, and duly to appreciate the motives and conduct of those
appointed to make and execute the laws, it is all-sufficient to give to
those  who  elect,  effective  control  over  those  they  have  elected.”
(emphasis added)
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(ibid., page 22)

Note that Calhoun gives a very different rationale for the importance
of suffrage than what is commonly heard from the left. Calhoun does
not present suffrage as an inherent natural right, nor does he suggest
that “the people” possess a wise “general  will” that will  inevitably
tend  towards  justice.  Suffrage,  in  Calhoun’s  view,  is  necessary
because it is a check on the self-interest of rulers.

However, suffrage by itself is not sufficient to form a healthy
constitution, since it only transfers power from the legislators to the
voters. Democratic voting is therefore not the fundamental feature of
a  healthy  constitution,  and  it  does  not  automatically  bring  about
harmony in society. In fact, without further checks, democratic voting
will tend to produce great discord.

“The right of suffrage, of itself, can do no more than give complete
control  to  those  who  elect,  over  the  conduct  of  those  they  have
elected. In doing this, it accomplishes all it possibly can accomplish.
This is its aim—and when this is attained, its end is fulfilled. It can
do  no  more,  however  enlightened  the  people,  or  however  widely
extended or well guarded the right may be. The sum total, then, of its
effects, when most successful, is, to make those elected, the true and
faithful  representatives  of  those  who  elected  them—instead  of
irresponsible  rulers—as  they  would  be  without  it;  and  thus,  by
converting  it  into  an agency,  and the  rulers  into  agents,  to  divest
government of all claims to sovereignty, and to retain it unimpaired to
the community. But it is manifest that the right of suffrage, in making
these  changes,  transfers,  in  reality,  the  actual  control  over  the
government, from those who make and execute the laws, to the body
of the community; and, thereby, places the powers of the government
as fully in the mass of the community, as they would be if they, in fact,
had assembled, made, and executed the laws themselves, without the
intervention of representatives or agents. The more perfectly it does
this, the more perfectly it accomplishes its ends; but in doing so,  it
only changes the seat  of authority,  without  counteracting,  in the
least, the tendency of the government to oppression and abuse of its
powers.” (emphasis added)
(ibid., page 23)
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Rather than inevitably leading to harmony, suffrage inevitably leads to
conflict and the attempted domination of one group by another. This
speaks against the liberal view that man naturally wants to cooperate
and will inevitably do so when he is given the maximum amount of
freedom  and  is  not  hindered  by  oppressive  economic  systems.
Increasing individual freedom also increases the pursuit of conflicting
interests.

“[T]he right of suffrage, by placing the control of the government
in the community must, from the same constitution of our nature
which  makes  government  necessary  to  preserve  society,  lead  to
conflict  among  its  different  interests—each  striving  to  obtain
possession of its powers, as the means of protecting itself against
the others—or of advancing its  respective interests,  regardless of
the interests of others. For this purpose, a struggle will take place
between the various interests to obtain a majority, in order to control
the  government.  If  no  one  interest  be  strong  enough,  of  itself,  to
obtain it, a combination will be formed between those whose interests
are  most  alike—each  conceding  something  to  the  others,  until  a
sufficient number is obtained to make a majority. The process may be
slow, and much time may be required before a compact, organized
majority  can  be  thus  formed;  but  formed  it  will  be  in  time,  even
without preconcert or design, by the sure workings of that principle
or constitution of our nature in which government itself originates.”
(emphasis added)
(ibid., page 24)

In order to avoid the evil of faction, society must be looked at not as a
mass of disconnected individuals, but as a conglomerate of different
classes or interests.  Harmonious decisions are not to be made by a
bare majority vote, but by the concurrent agreement of the different
classes or functions in society.

“There is but one certain mode in which this result can be secured;
and that is, by the adoption of some restriction or limitation, which
shall  so  effectually  prevent  any  one  interest,  or  combination  of
interests, from obtaining the exclusive control of the government, as
to render hopeless all attempts directed to that end. There is, again,
but one mode in which this can be effected; and that is, by taking the

120



sense of each interest or portion of the community, which may be
unequally and injuriously affected by the action of the government,
separately, through its own majority, or in some other way by which
its voice may be fairly expressed; and to require the consent of each
interest, either to put or to keep the government in action. This, too,
can  be  accomplished  only  in  one  way—and  that  is,  by  such  an
organism of the government—and, if necessary for the purpose, of the
community also—as will,  by dividing and distributing the powers of
government,  give  to  each  division  or  interest,  through  its
appropriate  organ,  either  a  concurrent  voice  in  making  and
executing the laws, or a veto on their execution. It is only by such an
organism, that the assent of each can be made necessary to put the
government  in  motion;  or  the  power  made  effectual  to  arrest  its
action, when put in motion—and it is only by the one or the other that
the  different  interests,  orders,  classes,  or  portions,  into  which  the
community  may be divided,  can be protected,  and all  conflict  and
struggle between them prevented—by rendering it impossible to put
or  to  keep  it  in  action,  without  the  concurrent  consent  of  all.”
(emphasis added) 
(ibid., pages 27-28)

Imagine  that  within  a  certain  country,  20%  of  the  adult  male
population is made up of skilled craftsmen and 60% is made up of
farmers.  If  there  was  a  particular  issue  on  which  farmers  and
craftsmen  were  at  variance  (for  example  a  tariff  on  a  particular
commodity), the farmers would always be able to dominate the skilled
craftsmen at the ballot box. The number of farmers so far exceeds the
number of skilled craftsmen that there would be no incentive for the
former group to ever consider desires and needs of the latter. But in a
system where each class or function within society has a veto over
legislation, all interests would be forced to seek a compromise that
would  be  acceptable  to  the  entire  community.  Such  a  system  of
concurrent consent would also create stronger corporate identity and a
stronger sense of belonging within one’s societal function. A man who
is a farmer, carpenter, engineer, mechanic, etc. would self-consciously
vote  as  a  part  of  that  social  function,  not  simply  as  an  isolated
individual.  Nor  would  this  strong identity  with  his  social  function
alienate him from the larger society, because it would reinforce the
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fact that no social function can exist on its own, as each is but one
organ within the organism of the nation.

Differences within society are based on religion, class, region
or (most perniciously) ethnicity. This last difference is one of the most
destructive to harmonious government, but this difference is also the
most  easily  avoidable.  It  is  inevitable  that  any  state  will  have
members of different classes performing necessary functions. A state
must have farmers, it must have professional men, it must have skilled
artisans  and  mechanics,  etc.  Because  these  different  economic
functions must exist within any state, any system of government must
take them into account. But there is no necessity, and indeed no good
reason at all, to have radically distinct ethnic groups within the same
political  community.  Ethnic  diversity  can  never  make  a  positive
contribution towards furthering harmony within the state, but it can
always  work  against  this  goal. As  Calhoun  notes,  developing  a
balanced  constitution  is  a  most  difficult  political  task fraught  with
countless obstacles, so it is absolutely insane to introduce the further
complication of ethnic diversity when approaching this task.

The  failure  to  comprehend  the  difference  between  the
numerical majority and the concurrent or constitutional majority leads
to serious problems, for a system based on the numerical majority will
invariably lead to the concentration of political power and despotism.

“[T]here are two different modes in which the sense of the community
may be taken; one, simply by the right of suffrage, unaided; the other,
by the right through a proper organism. Each collects the sense of the
majority.  But  one regards numbers only,  and considers the whole
community as a unit, having but one common interest throughout;
and collects the sense of the greater number of the whole, as that of
the community. The other, on the contrary, regards interests as well
as numbers—considering the community as made up of different
and conflicting interests, as far as the action of the government is
concerned;  and takes  the  sense  of  each,  through its  majority  or
appropriate organ, and the united sense of all, as the sense of the
entire community. The former of these I shall call the numerical, or
absolute  majority;  and the  latter,  the  concurrent,  or  constitutional
majority. I call it the constitutional majority, because it is an essential
element in every constitutional government—be its form what it may.
So  great  is  the  difference,  politically  speaking,  between  the  two
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majorities, that they cannot be confounded, without leading to great
and fatal errors; and yet the distinction between them has been so
entirely overlooked, that when the term majority is used in political
discussions, it is applied exclusively to designate the numerical—as
if there were no other. Until this distinction is recognized, and better
understood,  there  will  continue  to  be  great  liability  to  error  in
properly constructing constitutional governments, especially of the
popular form, and of preserving them when properly constructed.
Until then, the latter will have a strong tendency to slide, first, into
the  government  of  the  numerical  majority,  and,  finally,  into
absolute government of some other form.” (emphasis added)
(ibid., page 29)

The  growth  of  absolute  government  can  come  about  through
conflating  the  numerical  majority  with  “the  people,”  and  then
conflating “the people” with the government itself.

“The  first  and  leading  error  which  naturally  arises  from
overlooking  the  distinction  referred  to,  is,  to  confound  the
numerical  majority  with the people;  and this so completely  as to
regard them as  identical.  This  is  a  consequence that  necessarily
results  from considering the  numerical  as  the  only  majority. All
admit, that a popular government, or democracy, is the government of
the people; for the terms imply this. A perfect government of the kind
would be one which would embrace the consent of every citizen or
member of the community; but as this is impracticable, in the opinion
of those who regard the numerical as the only majority, and who can
perceive no other way by which the sense of the people can be taken
—they are compelled to adopt this as the only true basis of popular
government, in contradistinction to governments of the aristocratical
or monarchical form.

Being thus constrained, they are, in the next place, forced to
regard the numerical majority, as, in effect, the entire people; that
is, the greater part as the whole; and the government of the greater
part as the government of the whole. It is thus the two come to be
confounded, and a part made identical with the whole. And it is thus,
also that all the rights, powers, and immunities of the whole people
come to be attributed to the numerical majority; and, among others,
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the  supreme,  sovereign  authority  of  establishing  and  abolishing
governments at pleasure.

This radical error, the consequence of confounding the two,
and  of  regarding  the  numerical  as  the  only  majority,  has
contributed more than any other cause, to prevent the formation of
popular  constitutional  governments—and  to  destroy  them  even
when they have been formed. It leads to the conclusion that, in their
formation and establishment nothing more is necessary than the right
of suffrage—and the allotment to each division of the community a
representation  in  the government,  in  proportion to  numbers.  If  the
numerical majority were really the people; and if, to take its sense
truly,  were  to  take  the  sense of  the people  truly,  a  government  so
constituted  would  be  a  true  and  perfect  model  of  a  popular
constitutional government; and every departure from it would detract
from its excellence. But, as such is not the case—as the numerical
majority, instead of being the people, is only a portion of them—
such a government, instead of being a true and perfect model of the
people’s  government,  that  is,  a  people  self-governed,  is  but  the
government  of  a  part,  over  a  part—the  major  over  the  minor
portion.” (emphasis added)
(ibid., pages 29-30)

This error is readily seen in American politics where a candidate who
slips into office with the approval of less than 50% of the population
claims  to  represent  the  “will  of  the  people.”  Relying  on  a  bare
majority  or  even  plurality  does  much  to  conceal  the  strong  and
dangerous  divisions  within  a  society.  Allowing  these  divisions  to
fester quietly might preserve calm for a time, but it  will inevitably
bring about a serious rupture in the future.

The next error identified by Calhoun is one commonly found
amongst  contemporary  American  conservatives:  placing  inordinate
importance  on  a  written  constitution  while  ignoring  the  true
mechanisms of power.

“There  is  another  error,  of  a  kindred  character,  whose  influence
contributes much to the same results: I refer to the prevalent opinion,
that  a  written  constitution,  containing  suitable  restrictions  on  the
powers of government, is sufficient, of itself, without the aid of any
organism—except  such  as  is  necessary  to  separate  its  several
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departments,  and  render  them  independent  of  each  other—to
counteract the tendency of the numerical majority to oppression and
the abuse of power.

A written constitution certainly has many and considerable
advantages;  but  it  is  a  great  mistake  to  suppose,  that  the  mere
insertion  of  provisions  to  restrict  and  limit  the  powers  of  the
government, without investing those for whose protection they are
inserted  with  the  means  of  enforcing  their  observance,  will  be
sufficient to prevent the major and dominant party from abusing its
powers. Being the party in possession of the government, they will,
from  the  same  constitution  of  man  which  makes  government
necessary to protect society, be in favor of the powers granted by the
constitution, and opposed to the restrictions intended to limit them. As
the  major  and  dominant  party,  they  will  have  no  need  of  these
restrictions  for their  protection.  The ballot  box, of  itself,  would be
ample protection to them. Needing no other, they would come, in time,
to regard these limitations as unnecessary and improper restraints—
and endeavor to elude them, with the view of increasing their power
and influence.” (emphasis added)
(ibid., pages 30-31)

Rights that are not exercised by the people will become non-existent,
even  if  they  are  enshrined  in  a  written  constitution.  Thus,  the
conservatives who speak of “restoring the Constitution” without first
converting the people and restoring local institutions are similar to the
leftists who call for a top-down transformation of society. A realistic
understanding of human interests  and human behavior  must be the
starting  point  of  all  political  reform.  No  ruling  power  will  pay
attention to rights of the people that exist only on paper.

Calhoun  stresses  that  a  constitutional  government  based  on
rule by concurrent majority makes the good of the nation the central
focus and goal of political activity. If each faction has a veto power, it
is legally impossible for one faction to gain political ascendancy over
another, and therefore the success of each faction is tied to the success
of all others.

“The  concurrent  majority…tends  to  unite  the  most  opposite  and
conflicting  interests,  and  to  blend  the  whole  in  one  common
attachment to the country. By giving to each interest, or portion, the
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power  of  self-protection,  all  strife  and  struggle  between  them  for
ascendency,  is  prevented;  and,  thereby,  not  only  every  feeling
calculated to weaken the attachment to the whole is suppressed, but
the  individual  and  the  social  feelings  are  made  to  unite  in  one
common devotion to country. Each sees and feels  that it  can best
promote  its  own  prosperity  by  conciliating  the  goodwill,  and
promoting  the  prosperity  of  the  others.  And  hence,  there  will  be
diffused throughout  the whole community  kind feelings  between its
different portions; and, instead of antipathy, a rivalry amongst them
to promote the interests  of  each other,  as far  as  this  can be done
consistently with the interest of all. Under the combined influence of
these causes, the interests of each would be merged in the common
interests of the whole; and thus, the community would become a unit,
by becoming the common centre of attachment of all its parts. And
hence, instead of faction, strife, and struggle for party ascendency,
there would be patriotism, nationality, harmony, and a struggle only
for  supremacy  in  promoting  the  common  good  of  the  whole.”
(emphasis added)
(ibid., page 38)

Calhoun  wisely  goes  on  to  clarify  that  although  constitutional
government is of great advantage,  it  does not by itself  guarantee a
high-functioning society. In his Disquisition Calhoun rejects the most
dangerous  of  utopian  errors  that  plague  both  the  left  and  the
mainstream right in our own day: the belief that institutions determine
a nation’s moral character; the belief that liberty is a universal human
right; the belief that liberty and equality are inseparable; and the belief
that all men are equal. Although the left and the mainstream right will
argue  endlessly  about  minor  details,  they  both  accept  these  basic
errors. Many on the left and right actually think that they can take a
backwards country like Afghanistan and turn it into either a workers'
paradise or an American-style constitutional republic. They are both
wrong because the racial  and cultural  makeup of the population of
Afghanistan will determine the character of the society, not external
institutional forms.

“A community may possess all the necessary moral qualifications, in
so high a degree, as to be capable of self-government under the most
adverse circumstances; while, on the other hand, another may be so
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sunk  in  ignorance  and  vice,  as  to  be  incapable  of  forming  a
conception  of  liberty,  or  of  living,  even  when  most  favored  by
circumstances,  under  any  other  than  an  absolute  and  despotic
government.” (emphasis added)
(ibid., page 40)

“A constitution,  to  succeed,  must  spring  from  the  bosom  of  the
community, and be adapted to the intelligence and character of the
people,  and  all  the  multifarious  relations,  internal  and  external,
which distinguish one people from another. If it do not, it will prove,
in  practice,  to  be,  not  a  constitution,  but  a  cumbrous  and useless
machine, which must be speedily superseded and laid aside, for some
other more simple, and better suited to their condition.” 
(emphasis added)
(ibid., page 51)

In other words,  in order to foster a stable and profitable  system, a
written constitution must be an organic outgrowth of the racial  and
cultural constitution of the nation. As we have seen from the process
of decolonization during the 20th century, non-white nations around
the  globe  reverted  to  their  native  customs  and  behaviors  despite
decades  or  centuries  of  European  rule.  Their  ignorant  and  vicious
populations dictate that the old European institutions cannot persist
once the race that authored them has withdrawn.

“[I]t is a great and dangerous error to suppose that all people are
equally entitled to liberty. It is a reward to be earned, not a blessing
to be gratuitously lavished on all alike—a reward reserved for the
intelligent,  the  patriotic,  the  virtuous  and  deserving—and  not  a
boon to be bestowed on a people too ignorant, degraded and vicious,
to be capable either of appreciating or of enjoying it. Nor is it any
disparagement to liberty, that such is, and ought to be the case. On
the contrary,  its greatest praise—its proudest distinction is, that an
all-wise  Providence  has  reserved  it,  as  the  noblest  and  highest
reward for the development of our faculties, moral and intellectual.
A reward more appropriate than liberty could not be conferred on the
deserving—nor a punishment inflicted on the undeserving more just,
than to  be  subject  to  lawless  and despotic  rule.  This  dispensation
seems to be the result of some fixed law—and every effort to disturb
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or defeat it, by attempting to elevate a people in the scale of liberty,
above the point to which they are entitled to rise, must ever prove
abortive, and end in disappointment.” (emphasis added)
(ibid., page 41)

Every  effort  to  “spread  democracy”  abroad  has  amply  vindicated
Calhoun’s judgment on this topic. Liberty, properly understood, is an
exclusive property of morally advanced Western, Christian nations. It
is  an aspirational  goal,  not  a  fundamental  right.  Liberty  cannot  be
communicated  from one nation to  another  any more than personal
virtue can be communicated from one individual to another.

“There  is  another  error,  not  less  great  and  dangerous,  usually
associated with the one which has just been considered. I refer to the
opinion,  that  liberty  and  equality  are  so  intimately  united,  that
liberty  cannot  be  perfect  without  perfect  equality. That  they  are
united to a certain extent—and that equality of citizens, in the eyes of
the law, is essential to liberty in a popular government, is conceded.
But to go further, and make equality of condition essential to liberty,
would be to destroy both liberty and progress. The reason is, that
inequality  of  condition,  while  it  is  a  necessary  consequence  of
liberty, is, at the same time, indispensable to progress. In order to
understand why this is so, it is necessary to bear in mind, that the
main spring to progress is, the desire of individuals to better their
condition; and that the strongest impulse which can be given to it is,
to leave individuals free to exert themselves in the manner they may
deem  best  for  that  purpose,  as  far  at  least  as  it  can  be  done
consistently with the ends for which government is ordained—and to
secure to all the fruits of their exertions.” (emphasis added)
(ibid., page 41)

Destroying  liberty  by  demanding  equality  of  outcome  has  become
ever more fashionable on the mainstream left in recent years. While
many mainstream conservatives are hostile to the demand of equality
of outcome, they are unable to adequately explain why equality of
outcome is never seen. Inequality of outcome is largely explained by
inborn  human differences,  and until  mainstream conservatives  stop
lying to themselves and others about this issue they will never make
any progress. 
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In countering the dogma of equality, Calhoun also attacks the
false  idea  inherited  from the  Enlightenment  that  there  ever  was  a
“state of nature” in which men lived prior to the creation of society.

“These great  and dangerous errors [the necessity  of equality  for
liberty] have their origin in the prevalent opinion that all men are
born free and equal—than which nothing can be more unfounded
and false. It rests upon the assumption of a fact, which is contrary
to universal observation, in whatever light it may be regarded. It is,
indeed, difficult to explain how an opinion so destitute of all sound
reason, ever could have been so extensively entertained, unless we
regard  it  as  being  confounded  with  another,  which  has  some
semblance of truth—but which, when properly understood, is not less
false and dangerous. I refer to the assertion, that all men are equal
in  the  state  of  nature;  meaning,  by  a  state  of  nature,  a  state  of
individuality,  supposed  to  have  existed  prior  to  the  social  and
political state; and in which men lived apart and independent of each
other. If such a state ever did exist, all men would have been, indeed,
free and equal in it; that is, free to do as they pleased, and exempt
from the authority or control of others—as, by supposition, it existed
anterior  to  society  and  government.  But  such  a  state  is  purely
hypothetical. It never did, nor can exist; as it is inconsistent with the
preservation and perpetuation of the race. It is, therefore, a great
misnomer to call it the state of nature. Instead of being the natural
state of man, it is, of all conceivable states, the most opposed to his
nature—most repugnant to his feelings, and most incompatible with
his wants. His natural state is, the social and political—the one for
which his Creator made him, and the only one in which he can
preserve and perfect his race. As, then, there never was such a state
as the, so called, state of nature, and never can be, it follows, that
men, instead of being born in it, are born in the social and political
state; and of course, instead of being born free and equal, are born
subject, not only to parental authority, but to the laws and institutions
of  the country where born,  and under whose protection  they draw
their first breath.” (emphasis added)
(ibid., page 42)

Because God created men to be social creatures and all historical data
show that men have always lived in societies, it is otiose to even use a
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hypothetical “state of nature” when considering politics, because such
a “state of nature” is in fact incompatible with and contrary to human
nature itself.

In  Calhoun’s  work  A  Discourse  on  the  Constitution  and
Government of the United States he takes the theory outlined in the
Disquisition and  applies  it  to  an  analysis  of  the  United  States
Constitution.  He strongly argues that the government of the United
States is founded on the principle of the concurrent majority, not the
numerical majority.

“It is not an uncommon impression, that the government of the United
States is a government based simply on population; that numbers are
its only element, and a numerical majority its only controlling power.
In brief, that it is an absolute democracy.  No opinion can be more
erroneous. So far from being true, it is, in all the aspects in which it
can  be  regarded,  preeminently  a  government  of  the  concurrent
majority: with an organization, more complex and refined, indeed,
but far better calculated to express the sense of the whole (in the
only mode by which this can be fully and truly done—to wit,  by
ascertaining the sense of all  its  parts)  than any government ever
formed,  ancient  or modern.  Instead of  population,  mere numbers,
being the sole element, the numerical majority is, strictly speaking,
excluded, even as one of its elements.” (emphasis added)
(A Discourse  on  the  Constitution  and  Government  of  the  United
States,  in  Union and Liberty:  The Political  Philosophy of  John C.
Calhoun, page 89)

Calhoun argues for this point by demonstrating the various forms of
disproportionate  representation  that  are  built  into the United States
Constitution. Perhaps the most striking example of this is that each
state has equal representation in the Senate regardless of population.
Given the numerous powers vested in that body, it is clear that the
framers  of  the  Constitution  did  not  envision  a  lawmaking  process
based on the will of the numerical majority.

As  concurrent  representation  under  the  United  States
Constitution is mostly found in the powers of the various states, it is
plain  that  our  concurrent  system  is  based  primarily  on  regional
differences,  not  social  function.  Therefore,  the Constitution  (or  the
various  state  constitutions)  could  be  amended to  provide  an  even
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greater  degree  of  concurrent  decision-making  by  taking  class  and
social  function  into  account.  This  would  be  especially  helpful  in
bridling the influence of the money power that has increasingly come
to  dominate  American  political  life.  Such  a  suggestion,  of  course,
would be met with firm opposition from numerous “constitutionalist”
conservatives as being contrary to the original system set up by the
framers. However, if we can demonstrate that in one important area
the  United  States  Constitution  is  based  on  concurrent  rather  than
numerical representation, then we can easily argue that expanding the
principle of concurrent representation beyond regional organization to
social  function  is  an  organic  development  of  the  American
constitutional  tradition.  This  proposed  change  would  be  in  strong
contrast  to  the  alterations  that  have  already  been  made  to  the
Constitution over the last  150 years, alterations which have largely
violated  its  original  spirit.  And  of  course,  under  the  original
Constitution, Americans are free to reform the state as they see fit.

“[A]ccording  to  the  fundamental  principles  of  our  system,
sovereignty resides in the people, and not in the government; and if
in them, it must be in them, as the people of the several States; for,
politically speaking, there is no other known to the system. It not
only resides in them, but resides in its plenitude, unexhausted and
unimpaired. If proof be required, it will be found in the fact—which
cannot be controverted, so far as the United States are concerned—
that the people of the several States, acting in the same capacity and
in the same way, in which they ordained and established the federal
constitution,  can,  by  their  concurrent  and united  voice,  change or
abolish it, and establish another in its place; or dissolve the Union,
and  resolve  themselves  into  separate  and  disconnected  States.  A
power which can rightfully do all this, must exist in full plenitude,
unexhausted and unimpaired; for no higher act of sovereignty can
be conceived.” (emphasis added)
(ibid., page 134)

Calhoun’s  political  thought  retains  the  very  best  of  the
American  political  tradition  while  casting  off  the  most  dangerous
egalitarian  and  Enlightenment  ideas  that  certain  of  the  founding
fathers  embraced.  He  is  an  original,  distinctively  American
reactionary  thinker.  With  his  realist  anthropology  and  his  firm
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position on ultimate political sovereignty resting in the people of the
American  nation,  he  provides  an  excellent  starting  point  for  the
development  of  a  radical  Americanism that  is  both  traditional  and
future oriented.
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17. Commerce, Technology and Culture

The American Republic was founded at a time of dramatic historical
change. Advances in industrial technology were radically altering the
social order throughout the Western World. The gradual weakening of
royal  and  noble  political  power  was  the  inevitable  result  of  these
technological and social changes. The Ancien Régime of kings and
lords  was  a  relic  of  a  time  when  political  rulers  were  first  and
foremost  warriors  who  personally  led  their  retinue  of  troops  into
battle. When industrial efficiency and bureaucratic bookkeeping came
to  replace  personal  valor  as  the  key  to  military  dominance,  the
original  logic  of  the  old  order  faded  away.  In  the  brutal  arena  of
global politics, it would have been foolish and impossible to insist on
these old social forms. And yet, with the fading of this old world and
the emergence of the commercial spirit came a great loss of culture.

This  loss  of  culture  is  undoubtedly  one  of  the  great
weaknesses of Americanism. This is partly due to the fact that a new
nation  founded  in  the  midst  of  the  mercantile  and  industrial
revolutions could simply not have reproduced a culture that already at
that time existed in Europe largely as a relic of the past, and therefore
we must disagree with those far-right critics who cite Americanism
itself, and not the inexorable economic and technological changes of
the  18th  and  19th  centuries,  as  being  responsible  for  our  current
civilizational crisis. However, that does not mean that the problems
caused by these  changes  can  be  ignored  by American  nationalists.
Indeed, preserving the traditional folkways and customs of Christian
Europe in an industrial setting is one of the foremost problems facing
all white nations around the world, including us Americans.

This  problem of  the  loss  of  organic  culture  was  noticed  in
early America, even in the commercial northern states. In 1845 The
American Whig Review published an article entitled The Influence of
the Trading Spirit  on the Social and Moral Life in America which
pointedly diagnosed the problem. The article states that:
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“…while trade is destined to free and embrace the masses, it is also
destined to destroy for the time much of the beauty and happiness of
every  land.  This  has  been  the  result  in  our  own  country…[T]he
excitement,  the  commercial  activity,  the  restlessness,  to  which  this
state  of  things  has  given  birth,  is  far  from  being  a  desirable
restlessness or a natural condition. It is natural to the circumstances,
but  not  natural  to  the  human soul.  It  is  good  and  hopeful  to  the
interests of the race, but destructive to the happiness, and dangerous
to the virtue of the generation exposed to it.” 
(republished in Ideology and Power in the Age of Jackson, edited by
Edwin C. Rozwenc, Anchor Books 1964, page 49)

Genuine  human  fulfillment  cannot  be  found  simply  in  material
prosperity or political liberty. God is the author of a world of stunning
beauty.  He  speaks  to  us  in  his  Word  in  poetry  and  song,  not
exclusively  in  prose.  When our  social  and economic  life  does  not
promote a love of beauty or contentment in God’s gracious creation,
we should recognize that we have strayed quite far from God’s vision
for his people.

“We call our country a happy country; happy, indeed, in being the
home of noble political institutions, the abode of freedom; but very
far  from being  happy  in  possessing  a  cheerful,  light-hearted,  and
joyous people.  Our agricultural  regions even are infected with the
same anxious spirit of gain. If ever the curse of labor was upon the
race, it is upon us; nor is it simply now 'by the sweat of thy brow thou
shalt earn thy bread.' Labor for a livelihood is dignified. But we labor
for bread, and labor for pride, and labor for pleasure. A man’s life
with  us  does  consist  of  the  abundance  of  the  things  which  he
possesseth.” 
(ibid., page 50)

“We cannot say that the destiny of this country did not demand that
the spirit of trade should rule it for centuries. It may be that we are
now carrying  out  only  the  decree  of  Providence.  But  if  so,  let  us
consider ourselves as in the wilderness, and not in the promised land.
Let us bear the dispensation of God, but not glory in our bondage. If
we  are  doomed  to  be  tradesmen,  and  nothing  but  tradesmen—if
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money, and its influences and authority, are to reign for a season over
our whole land, let us not mistake it for the kingdom of heaven, and
build  triumphal  arches  over  our  avenues  of  trade,  as  though  the
Prince of Peace and the Son of God were now and thus to enter in.” 
(ibid., page 51)

The author also notes that the loss of appreciation for the transcendent
beauty  of  fine  art  and  organic  folkways  leads  to  the  inevitable
cheapening  of  art  and  entertainment.  God  created  man  with  an
aesthetic  sense,  and  when  this  sense  is  not  oriented  towards  that
which is good and holy, it will decline into a lust for the vulgar.

“It is rare to see a foreigner without some taste for amusement, some
power of relaxing his mind, some interest in the arts, or in literature.
This  is  true  even  of  the  less  privileged  classes.  It  is  rare,  on  the
contrary, to find a virtuous American past middle life, who does not
regard amusements of all sorts either as childish or immoral; who
possesses any acquaintance with or taste for the arts, except it be a
natural  and  rude  taste  for  music;  or  who  reads  any  thing  except
newspapers, and only the political or commercial columns of those…
We  consider  the  common  suspicion  which  is  felt  of  amusements
among thoughtful people to be one of the most serious evils to which
our community is exposed. It outlaws a natural taste, and violates and
ruins the consciences of the young, by stamping as sinful what they
have not the force to refrain from. It makes our places of amusement
low, divides the thoughtful and the careless, the grave and the gay, the
old and the young, in their pleasures.” 
(ibid., page 53)

In old Europe the entire community would gather together to worship
in the beauty of the liturgy, to view the mystery plays that set forth the
great  truths  of  religion,  or  to  enjoy  village  fairs  and  dances.  Our
culture  is  now  dominated  by  the  lowest  form  of  indecent
entertainment  and  perpetual  youth  rebellion.  What  is  novel  and
transgressive is valued over that which is true and beautiful.

While  the  sinful  exaltation  of  money  making  that
accompanied  the  mercantile  revolution  certainly  has  had  a  very
negative impact on our culture, the very nature of modern inventions
has  also  weakened  and  cheapened  our  spiritual  life.  The  great
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American author Nathaniel Hawthorne observed this in his short story
Fire  Worship,  which  was  originally  published  in  1843.  Here
Hawthorne meditates on the spiritual loss suffered by mankind when
moving from the open hearth to the enclosed stove:

“It is a great revolution in social and domestic life, and no less so in
the life of a secluded student, this almost universal exchange of the
open  fireplace  for  the  cheerless  and  ungenial  stove.  On  such  a
morning as now lowers around our old gray parsonage, I miss the
bright face of my ancient friend, who was wont to dance upon the
hearth and play the part of more familiar sunshine…Where is that
brilliant guest, that quick and subtle spirit, whom Prometheus lured
from  heaven  to  civilize  mankind  and  cheer  them  in  their  wintry
desolation;  that  comfortable  inmate,  whose  smile,  during  eight
months  of  the  year,  was  our  sufficient  consolation  for  summer’s
lingering  advance  and  early  flight?  Alas!  blindly  inhospitable,
grudging the food that kept him cheery and mercurial, we have thrust
him into an iron prison.”
(Nathaniel Hawthorne,  Fire Worship, in  Mosses from an Old Manse
Volume I, Boston: Ticknor and Fields, 1863, pages 161-162)

The reference to the Greek myth of Prometheus alludes to the fact that
mankind  has  had  a  universal  fascination  with  fire.  Fire  is  used
everywhere in religious ritual, including in the Bible. God revealed
himself in fire both at the burning bush and as the pillar of fire in the
wilderness. The divinely commanded fire of the Levitical altars was a
central aspect of God’s communion with his covenant people.

Even most of us living today have known the comforting and
mesmerizing experience of sitting before the open fire, although it is
now enjoyed but rarely and merely as a form of recreation, not as a
central live-giving activity of the home.

“I never shall be reconciled to this enormity. Truly may it be said that
the world looks darker for it. In one way or another, here and there
and all  around us,  the inventions  of mankind are fast  blotting  the
picturesque,  the  poetic,  and  the  beautiful  out  of  human  life.  The
domestic fire was a type of all these attributes, and seemed to bring
might and majesty, and wild nature and a spiritual essence, into our
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inmost home, and yet to dwell  with us in such friendliness that its
mysteries and marvels excited no dismay.”
(ibid., page 162)

The household fire combined the practical with the deeply spiritual,
and there was no jarring contradiction between these two realms:

“To the youthful he showed the scenes of the adventurous life before
them; to the aged the shadows of departed love and hope; and, if all
earthly  things had grown distasteful,  he could gladden the fireside
muser with golden glimpses of a better world. And, amid this varied
communion with the human soul, how busily would the sympathizer,
the  deep  moralist,  the  painter  of  magic  pictures,  be  causing  the
teakettle to boil!”
(ibid., page 164)

Hawthorne cleverly concludes by observing that throughout history
men have been roused to valor by the exhortation to fight for “hearth
and home,” or some similar expression. This is because the hearth has
deep spiritual meaning, a meaning which modern appliances lack.

“In classic times, the exhortation to fight ‘pro aris et focis,’ for the
altars and the hearths, was considered the strongest appeal that could
be made to patriotism. And it seemed an immortal utterance; for all
subsequent  ages  and  people  have  acknowledged  its  force  and
responded  to  it  with  the  full  portion  of  manhood  that  nature  had
assigned to each. Wisely were the altar and the hearth conjoined in
one mighty  sentence;  for  the  hearth,  too,  had its  kindred  sanctity.
Religion sat down beside it, not in the priestly robes which decorated
and  perhaps  disguised  her  at  the  altar,  but  arrayed  in  a  simple
matron’s  garb,  and  uttering  her  lessons  with  the  tenderness  of  a
mother’s  voice  and  heart.  The  holy  hearth!  If  any  earthly  and
material thing, or rather a divine idea embodied in brick and mortar,
might be supposed to possess the permanence of moral truth, it was
this. All revered it. The man who did not put off his shoes upon this
holy ground would have deemed it pastime to trample upon the altar.
It has been our task to uproot the hearth. What further reform is left
for our children to achieve, unless they overthrow the altar too? And
by  what  appeal  hereafter,  when  the  breath  of  hostile  armies  may
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mingle with the pure, cold breezes of our country, shall we attempt to
rouse up native valor? Fight for your hearths? There will  be none
throughout the land. Fight for your stoves! Not I, in faith. If in such a
cause I strike a blow, it shall be on the invader’s part; and Heaven
grant that it may shatter the abomination all to pieces!”
(ibid., pages 170-171)

Hawthorne wrote this in an age when wooden stoves and oil lamps
were used in houses—appliances which to us moderns seem warm
and comforting. How much less could a man be exhorted to fight for
his microwave or LED bulbs. Hawthorne’s observations reveal that, in
addition to reforming our economic system, it will also be necessary
for us to approach every area of art and craftsmanship with a view to
mollifying and, if possible, reversing the spiritually sterilizing impact
of industrialization.

Perceptive  Americans  in  the  first  half  of  the  19th  century
already understood the problems caused by the industrial spirit that
was coming to characterize the nation.  The utter  depravity of 20th
century America  proves that  Americans did not adequately  address
these  problems.  However,  although there  is  still  much work to  be
done, there were numerous figures throughout American history who
attempted to curb the destructive tendencies of industrialization and
the money power, and it is fitting to examine and draw on the efforts
of the great literary men and financial reformers that American has
produced in the past.
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18. New England Humanism

The current miserable state of America can, in many ways, be traced
to the worldview developed by New England humanists  in the mid-
19th century. While we have seen that some of these humanists, such
as  Nathaniel  Hawthorne,  were  somewhat  aware  of  the  problems
caused by industrialization and other social  changes, they were not
able  to  provide  any  positive  solutions  to  these  problems.  On  the
contrary,  their  positive  teachings  in  fact  made  the  situation  much
worse. 

“Humanism” is any worldview that replaces the God of the
Bible with a god or philosophical system of man's own invention, and
therefore humanism comes in  many different  varieties.  While  New
England humanism drew inspiration  from diverse forms of  ancient
paganism,  it  is  its  own  unique  worldview.  The  New  England
humanists were at the same time overly civilized and mock-savage,
despising  their  own ancestors  for  being  too  overconfident  in  their
ability to reshape the world, while retaining that very overconfidence.
During the 19th century, New England dominated the intellectual life
of the Northern states, and New England humanism has been one of
the primary influences on the contemporary white liberal worldview. 

New England  humanism can  best  be  seen  in  the  works  of
prominent  literary  figures  such  as  Hawthorne,  Herman  Melville,
Ralph Waldo Emerson and Henry David Thoreau. These works are
widely  read  today  in  high  school  and  college  classrooms,  often
without  their  revolutionary  import  being  recognized.  By  analyzing
these  works  we  can  come  to  understand  the  religious  and
philosophical attitudes that have brought about so much destruction,
from the insane and bloodthirsty abolitionism of the 19th century to
the  millenarian  war-mongering  of  WWI  and  WWII  to  the  current
dissolution of the West.
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I. NATHANIEL HAWTHORNE

The New England colonies were founded by Puritans, and the religion
of these founders was, originally, dominant in the region. However,
by the mid-18th century, Unitarianism began to gain influence in the
formerly Puritan Congregational churches. By the early 19th century
Unitarians came to dominate theological education at Harvard, and by
the mid-19th century many New Englanders were quite far removed
from the  original  Puritan  theology.  Hawthorne's  novel  The Scarlet
Letter (1850)  is  frequently  said  to  be  of  great  importance  in
understanding the legacy of Puritanism, which is curious when one
realizes  that  the  novel  reveals  that  Hawthorne  either  has  no
understanding of Puritan theology or deliberately chooses to distort it.
The novel does,  however,  show Hawthorne's  bitterness  towards his
distant  Puritan  ancestors,  claiming  that  they  had  poisoned  New
England culture down to his own day.

“Their  immediate  posterity,  the  generation  next  to  the  early
emigrants, wore the blackest shade of Puritanism, and so darkened
the national  visage with  it,  that  all  the subsequent  years have not
sufficed to clear it up. We have yet to learn again the forgotten art of
gaiety.”
(The Scarlet Letter, Everyman's Library, London, 1967, page 280)

It  is  no  wonder  that  Hawthorne  views  Puritanism as  so  dark  and
gloomy,  for  he  conspicuously  ignores  the  key principle  of  Puritan
theology: the free grace of forgiveness and salvation in Christ. To a
carnal mind that has no knowledge of Jesus, it is to be expected that a
life  of  self-denial  and  separation  from  the  world  would  seem
unpleasant. 

Ignoring  the  Puritan  doctrines  of  grace  is  particularly
egregious given that  The Scarlet Letter dwells on the themes of sin
and atonement. Hawthorne views atonement as a human work, not a
divine grace, and this attitude is also anachronistically found in the
novel's  characters.  The  Scarlet  Letter  focuses  on  a  New  England
pastor  named  Arthur  Dimmesdale  who  commits  adultery  with  a
woman  named  Hester  Prynne,  which  results  in  Hester  becoming
pregnant.  Hester's  husband  is  absent  from  the  colony,  so  her
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pregnancy reveals that she is an adulteress, while the identity of her
lover is kept a secret. For years Hester is forced to live as an outcast
with a scarlet “A” affixed to her chest, while Dimmesdale, with his
sin unknown, is highly honored by the entire community, while being
inwardly  tortured  by  his  feelings  of  guilt.  Immediately  before
Dimmesdale  dies  at  the  end of  the  book,  he  and Hester  share  the
following dialogue.

“'Hester,' said the clergyman, 'farewell!'
'Shall  we not  meet  again?'  whispered she,  bending her  face  down
close to his. 'Shall we not spend our immortal life together? Surely,
surely,  we  have  ransomed  one  another,  with  all  this  woe! Thou
lookest far into eternity, with those bright dying eyes! Then tell me
what thou seest!'
'Hush, Hester — hush!' said he, with tremulous solemnity. 'The law
we broke! — the sin here so awfully revealed I — let these alone be in
thy thoughts! I fear! I fear it may be, that, when we forgot our God
— when we violated our reverence each for the other’s soul — it
was thenceforth vain to hope that we could meet hereafter, in an
everlasting and pure reunion. God knows, and He is merciful! He
hath proved his mercy, most of all, in my afflictions. By giving me this
burning torture to bear upon my breast! By sending yonder dark and
terrible old man, to keep the torture always at red-heat! By bringing
me hither, to die this death of triumphant ignominy before the people!
Had either of these agonies been wanting, I had been lost for ever!
Praised be His name! His will be done! Fare-well!'” 
(emphasis added)
(ibid., pages 309-310)

Note that Hester suggests that she and Dimmesdale have “ransomed”
each other from their sin through their personal suffering. This is a
direct contradiction of the Gospel,  which teaches that Christ  is our
ransom: “For there is one God, and one mediator between God and
men, the man Christ Jesus; Who gave himself a ransom for all”  (1
Timothy 2:5-6). Dimmesdale, the Puritan pastor, replies by saying that
it was vain to hope that God would ever forgive the sin of adultery;
another plain contradiction of Scripture, as Jesus tells the adulterous
woman,  “Neither do I  condemn thee: go,  and sin no more” (John
8:11). Dimmesdale goes on to thank God for all of the suffering he
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has endured due to his guilty conscience,  thinking that without his
own personal  suffering  he  would  without  doubt  be  “lost  forever.”
Dimmesdale's failure to confess his sins and seek forgiveness in the
atonement  of  Jesus  is  the  only  thing  that  could  keep  him  from
salvation. If Hawthorne and others of Puritan descent feel oppressed
by the “gloom” of their puritan forebears, it is not because they have
absorbed too  much of  their  ancestors'  teaching  on sin; rather  it  is
because they have ignored their ancestors' teaching on the joy of free
forgiveness.

Yet while in  The Scarlet  Letter Hawthorne complains  about
the  lingering  influence  of  Puritanism,  elsewhere  he  speaks  more
positively  about  this  legacy.  His  novel  The  Blithedale  Romance
(1852)  is  about  a  utopian  socialist  commune  in  Massachusetts,
modeled on the real-life Brook Farm where Hawthorne himself lived
for  a  time.  Hawthorne  explicitly  links  their  utopian  project  to  the
desire of their Puritan ancestors to build a shining city upon a hill.

“Our Sundays at Blithedale were not ordinarily kept with such rigid
observance as might have befitted the descendants of the Pilgrims,
whose high enterprise, as we sometimes flattered ourselves, we had
taken up, and were carrying it onward and aloft, to a point which they
never dreamed of attaining.”
(The Blithedale Romance, E.P. Dutton & Co. Inc., New York, 1926,
page 120)

If  post-Christian  New  Englanders  had  the  Puritan  guilt  without
Gospel  forgiveness,  it  seems  that  they  also  had  the  Puritan  will
towards dominion without the Word of God as a blueprint for this
dominion. 

This  ambiguous,  ill-informed  and  perhaps  even  neurotic
relationship  that  19th-century  New Englanders  had with their  own
ancestors is quite significant, as it appears to be the earliest precursor
to the feelings of “white guilt” that so cripple our people today. This
uneasy relationship that 19th century New Englanders had with their
ancestors could not have been caused by the simple fact that they did
not  share  the  same  religious  beliefs.  Early  European  converts  to
Christianity certainly condemned the paganism of their ancestors, and
the  early  Protestant  reformers  certainly  condemned  the  Roman
Catholicism of previous generations,  but in neither case were these
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groups haunted by the past in the same way that post-Christian New
Englanders were. 

II. HERMAN MELVILLE

Herman Melville's novel  Moby-Dick (1851) is known primarily as a
whaling  adventure,  but  the  book  also  features  a  thoroughly  anti-
Christian and pro-pagan message. In the early chapters of the novel,
the  narrator  Ishmael  begins  a  friendship  with  the  Polynesian
Queequeg, with whom he is forced to share a room (and a bed) at an
inn.  At  first  Ishmael  is  wary  of  Queequeg,  who is  described  as  a
tattoo-covered  cannibal  (Queequeg  even  has  an  embalmed  human
head  in  his  possession),  although  after  a  very  short  acquaintance
Ishmael warms up to the stranger. In a shocking passage that perfectly
describes the white post-Christian embrace of savagery, Ishmael joins
Queequeg in his pagan worship and enters into a kind of “marriage”
with him.

“If there yet lurked any ice of indifference towards me in the Pagan’s
breast, this pleasant, genial smoke we had, soon thawed it out, and
left  us  cronies.  He  seemed  to  take  to  me  quite  as  naturally  and
unbiddenly as I to him; and when our smoke was over, he pressed
his forehead against mine,  clasped me round the waist,  and said
that henceforth we were married; meaning, in his country’s phrase,
that  we  were  bosom friends;  he  would  gladly  die  for  me,  if  need
should be. In a countryman, this sudden flame of friendship would
have seemed far too premature, a thing to be much distrusted; but in
this simple savage those old rules would not apply.

After supper, and another social chat and smoke, we went to
our room together. He made me a present of his embalmed head; took
out  his  enormous  tobacco  wallet,  and groping under  the  tobacco,
drew out some thirty dollars in silver; then spreading them on the
table,  and  mechanically  dividing  them  into  two  equal  portions,
pushed one of them towards me, and said it was mine. I was going to
remonstrate; but he silenced me by pouring them into my trowsers’
pockets.  I  let  them stay.  He then went about his evening prayers,
took out his idol, and removed the paper fireboard. By certain signs
and symptoms, I thought he seemed anxious for me to join him; but

   143



well knowing what was to follow, I deliberated a moment whether,
in case he invited me, I would comply or otherwise.

I was a good Christian; born and bred in the bosom of the
infallible  Presbyterian Church. How then could I  unite with this
wild  idolator  in  worshipping  his  piece  of  wood?  But  what  is
worship?  thought  I.  Do  you  suppose  now,  Ishmael,  that  the
magnanimous God of heaven and earth—pagans and all included
—can possibly  be jealous  of  an insignificant  bit  of  black wood?
Impossible! But what is worship?—to do the will of God—that is
worship. And what is the will of God?—to do to my fellow man what
I would have my fellow man to do to me—that is the will of God.
Now, Queequeg is  my fellow man. And what do I wish that  this
Queequeg would do to me? Why, unite with me in my particular
Presbyterian form of worship. Consequently, I must then unite with
him in his; ergo, I  must turn idolator. So I  kindled the shavings;
helped prop up the innocent little idol; offered him burnt biscuit with
Queequeg; salamed before him twice or thrice; kissed his nose; and
that  done,  we undressed and went  to  bed,  at  peace  with our  own
consciences and all  the world. But we did not go to sleep without
some little chat.

How it  is I know not;  but there is no place like a bed for
confidential  disclosures between friends. Man and wife,  they say,
there open the very bottom of their souls to each other; and some
old couples often lie and chat over old times till  nearly morning.
Thus, then, in our hearts’ honeymoon, lay I and Queequeg—a cosy,
loving pair.” (emphasis added)
(Moby-Dick, The Macmillan Company, 1929, part 1 pages 55-56)

Ishmael uses vain human reasoning to get around the clear Biblical
injunction against idolatry. In saying that God is not jealous of a bit of
wood, he directly contradicts the Ten Commandments, probably the
most widely known passage in all of Scripture: “Thou shalt have no
other  gods before  me.  Thou shalt  not  make unto  thee  any  graven
image...Thou shalt not bow down thyself to them, nor serve them: for
I the Lord thy God am a jealous God” (Exodus 20:3-5). The concept
of marriage in the passage is also significant. Throughout Scripture
Israel/the  Church  is  described  as  God's  bride  and  the  covenant
between God and his people is described as a marriage. At practically
the  same  moment  that  Ishmael  participates  in  idolatry  he  also  is
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“married” to a new husband, having rejected his first love. While the
marriage is first described as simply being “bosom friends,” the last
paragraph in the above passage clearly suggests more of a romantic or
even  erotic  arrangement  between  the  two.  This  passage  gives  an
occult coloring to the entire novel, as Ishmael abandons the faith of
his youth and “marries” a pagan and/or a pagan idol before embarking
on his journey. 

After joining together in “marriage,”  Ishmael and Queequeg
seek employment together on a whaling vessel. While interviewing
for a position on the  Pequod, the two ship owners Bildad and Peleg
object  to employing a pagan like Queequeg,  insisting that he must
show proof of having converted to  Christianity  before sailing with
their vessel.

“'Yea,' said Captain Bildad...'He must show that he’s converted. Son
of darkness,' he added, turning to Queequeg, 'art thou at present in
communion with any Christian church?'

'Why,' said I, 'he’s a member of the first Congregational Church.'
Here be it said, that many tattooed savages sailing in Nantucket ships
at last come to be converted into the churches.

'First Congregational Church,' cried Bildad, 'what! that worships in
Deacon  Deuteronomy  Coleman’s  meeting-house?'  and  so  saying,
taking  out  his  spectacles,  he  rubbed  them  with  his  great  yellow
bandana handkerchief, and putting them on very carefully, came out
of the wigwam, and leaning stiffly over the bulwarks, took a good
long look at Queequeg.

'How long hath he been a member?' he then said, turning to me; 'not
very long, I rather guess, young man.'

'No,' said Peleg, 'and he hasn’t been baptized right either, or it would
have washed some of that devil’s blue off his face.'

'Do tell,  now,' cried Bildad, 'is this Philistine a regular member of
Deacon Deuteronomy’s meeting? I never saw him going there, and I
pass it every Lord’s day.'
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'I don’t know anything about Deacon Deuteronomy or his meeting,'
said I; 'all I know is, that Queequeg here is a born member of the
First  Congregational  Church. He is  a deacon himself,  Queequeg
is.'

'Young  man,'  said  Bildad  sternly,  'thou  art  skylarking  with  me—
explain  thyself,  thou  young  Hittite.  What  church  dost  thee  mean?
answer me.'

Finding myself  thus hard pushed, I replied.  'I mean, sir, the same
ancient Catholic  Church to which you and I,  and Captain Peleg
there, and Queequeg here, and all of us, and every mother’s son
and soul of us belong; the great and everlasting First Congregation
of this whole worshipping world; we all belong to that; only some of
us cherish some queer crotchets no ways touching the grand belief;
in that we all join hands.'” (emphasis added)
(ibid., part 1 pages 94-95)

Ishmael's solution to this problem is to argue that all men are part of
the real “Catholic Church,” and that all forms of worship, both pagan
and Christian, are essentially one. Such an idea, of course, contradicts
the clear Biblical teaching that the Church is a congregation of those
who are not of this world and that Christians must be separated from
unbelievers:  “Be ye not unequally yoked together with unbelievers:
for  what  fellowship  hath  righteousness  with  unrighteousness?  and
what communion hath light with darkness? And what concord hath
Christ  with  Belial?  or  what  part  hath  he  that  believeth  with  an
infidel?” (2  Corinthians  6:14-15).  What  the  Bible  calls  “darkness”
and “Belial” Melville declares to be part of the one universal church.

In  addition  to  making  excuses  for  Queequeg's  paganism,
Melville also presents this savage as noble and dignified, as opposed
to boorish white “bumpkins” who look down on the foreigner. Thus,
we see another defining feature of the white liberal mindset: it is not
simply the case that savages are equal to civilized men, they are in
fact  superior.  While  taking  a  passenger  ship  together  from  New
Bedford to Nantucket, Ishmael and Queequeg encounter some “racist”
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whites, but Queequeg's natural virtue soon shines through and wins
the day.

“...for  some  time  we  did  not  notice  the  jeering  glances  of  the
passengers,  a lubber-like  assembly,  who marvelled  that  two fellow
beings  should  be so companionable;  as  though a white  man were
anything more dignified than a whitewashed negro. But  there were
some boobies and bumpkins there, who, by their intense greenness,
must have come from the heart and centre of all verdure. Queequeg
caught one of these young saplings mimicking him behind his back.
I  thought  the  bumpkin’s  hour  of  doom was  come. Dropping  his
harpoon,  the  brawny  savage  caught  him  in  his  arms,  and  by  an
almost miraculous dexterity and strength, sent him high up bodily into
the air;  then slightly  tapping his  stern in  mid-somerset,  the fellow
landed with bursting lungs upon his feet, while Queequeg, turning his
back upon him, lighted his tomahawk pipe and passed it to me for a
puff.

'Capting! Capting!' yelled the bumpkin, running towards that officer;
'Capting, Capting, here’s the devil.'

'Hallo, you sir,' cried the Captain, a gaunt rib of the sea, stalking up
to Queequeg, 'what in thunder do you mean by that? Don’t you know
you might have killed that chap?'

'What him say?' said Queequeg, as he mildly turned to me.

'He say,' said I, 'that you came near kill-e that man there,' pointing to
the still shivering greenhorn.

'Kill-e,' cried Queequeg, twisting his tattooed face into an unearthly
expression of disdain, 'ah! him bevy small-e fish-e; Queequeg no kill-
e so small-e fish-e; Queequeg kill-e big whale!'

'Look you,' roared the Captain, 'I’ll kill-e you, you cannibal, if you try
any more of your tricks aboard here; so mind your eye.'

But it so happened just then, that it was high time for the Captain to
mind his own eye. The prodigious strain upon the main-sail  had
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parted the weather-sheet, and the tremendous boom was now flying
from side to side, completely sweeping the entire after part of the
deck. The poor fellow whom Queequeg had handled so roughly, was
swept  overboard;  all  hands  were  in  a  panic;  and  to  attempt
snatching at the boom to stay it, seemed madness. It flew from right
to left, and back again, almost in one ticking of a watch, and every
instant seemed on the point of snapping into splinters. Nothing was
done,  and  nothing  seemed  capable  of  being  done;  those  on  deck
rushed towards the bows, and stood eyeing the boom as if it were the
lower  jaw  of  an  exasperated  whale.  In  the  midst  of  this
consternation, Queequeg dropped deftly to his knees, and crawling
under the path of the boom, whipped hold of a rope, secured one
end to the bulwarks, and then flinging the other like a lasso, caught
it round the boom as it swept over his head, and at the next jerk, the
spar was that way trapped, and all was safe. The schooner was run
into the wind, and while the hands were clearing away the stern
boat, Queequeg, stripped to the waist, darted from the side with a
long living arc of a leap. For three minutes or more he was seen
swimming like a dog, throwing his long arms straight out before
him,  and  by  turns  revealing  his  brawny  shoulders  through  the
freezing foam. I looked at the grand and glorious fellow, but saw no
one to be saved. The greenhorn had gone down. Shooting himself
perpendicularly  from the water,  Queequeg, now took an instant’s
glance around him, and seeming to see just how matters were, dived
down and disappeared. A few minutes more, and he rose again, one
arm still striking out, and with the other dragging a lifeless form.
The boat soon picked them up. The poor bumpkin was restored. All
hands  voted  Queequeg  a  noble  trump;  the  captain  begged  his
pardon.” (emphasis added)
(ibid., part 1 pages 64-65)

The  heroic  colored  man  not  only  stands  up  to  the  ignorant  white
bumpkin,  but  he  magnanimously  saves  the life  of  the  “racist”  and
even saves the entire ship, all while displaying an unflappable dignity!
This  story  of  white  humiliation  and  non-white  exaltation  presages
countless  scenes  in  film  and  television  that  have  become  quite
common since the 1960s. This radical inversion of racial reality was
already a feature in New England humanism.
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Once Ishmael's journey on the Pequod begins, his relationship
with  Queequeg  does  not  receive  as  much  attention.  However,
interspersed with the narrative of the whaling voyage are numerous
philosophical reflections which align very well with the paganism and
relativism espoused by Ishmael  in the earlier  sections of the book.
One  such  reflection  involves  Ishmael  describing  his  experience  of
being  lost  in  thought  while  standing  in  the  ship's  crow's  nest  and
scanning the ocean for whales.

“Very often do the captains of such ships take those absent-minded
young  philosophers  to  task,  upbraiding  them  with  not  feeling
sufficient  'interest'  in  the  voyage;  half-hinting  that  they  are  so
hopelessly lost to all honorable ambition, as that in their secret souls
they  would rather  not  see whales  than otherwise.  But  all  in  vain;
those young Platonists have a notion that their vision is imperfect;
they  are  short-sighted;  what  use,  then,  to  strain the  visual  nerve?
They have left their opera-glasses at home.

'Why, thou monkey,' said a harpooneer to one of these lads,
'we’ve been cruising now hard upon three years, and thou hast not
raised a whale yet. Whales are scarce as hen’s teeth whenever thou
art up here.' Perhaps they were; or perhaps there might have been
shoals of them in the far horizon; but lulled into such an opium-like
listlessness of vacant, unconscious reverie is this absent-minded youth
by the blending cadence of waves with thoughts, that at last he loses
his identity; takes the mystic ocean at his feet for the visible image of
that deep, blue, bottomless soul, pervading mankind and nature; and
every  strange,  half-seen,  gliding,  beautiful  thing  that  eludes  him;
every  dimly-discovered,  uprising  fin  of  some  undiscernible  form,
seems  to  him  the  embodiment  of  those  elusive  thoughts  that  only
people the soul by continually flitting through it.  In this enchanted
mood,  thy  spirit  ebbs  away  to  whence  it  came;  becomes  diffused
through time and space; like Cranmer’s sprinkled Pantheistic ashes,
forming at last a part of every shore the round globe over.

There is no life in thee, now, except that rocking life imparted
by a gently rolling ship; by her, borrowed from the sea; by the sea,
from the inscrutable tides of God. But while this sleep, this dream is
on ye, move your foot or hand an inch; slip your hold at all; and your
identity comes back in horror. Over Descartian vortices you hover.
And  perhaps,  at  mid-day,  in  the  fairest  weather,  with  one  half-
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throttled shriek you drop through that transparent air into the summer
sea, no more to rise for ever. Heed it well, ye Pantheists!”
(ibid., part 1 pages 168-169)

In this passage Ishmael (and by extension Melville) describes himself
as a follower of Platonism and pantheism, both of which are anti-
Christian philosophies. The designation as a Platonist is particularly
interesting because elsewhere in the book Melville asks, “How many,
think ye, have...fallen into Plato’s honey head, and sweetly perished
there?” (ibid.,  part  2  page  73).  The  idea  of  Plato's  philosophy
bringing about  the death  of  an inquirer  would never  be held by a
dogmatic Platonist. On the contrary, a genuine devotee of Plato would
maintain that in his master's philosophy one finds the absolute truth.
This  light  manner  in  which  Melville  treats  philosophy  is  again
expressed when he describes how a ship hoists a whale's head onto
each side of the prow and thereby balances herself, comparing these
heads to different philosophers.

“As  before,  the  Pequod  steeply  leaned  over  towards  the  sperm
whale’s head, now, by the counterpoise of both heads, she regained
her even keel; though sorely strained, you may well believe. So, when
on one side you hoist in Locke’s head, you go over that way; but now,
on the other side, hoist in Kant’s and you come back again; but in
very poor plight. Thus, some minds for ever keep trimming boat. Oh,
ye foolish!  throw all  these thunder-heads overboard, and then you
will float light and right.”
(ibid., part 2 page 55)

Here Melville suggests that a philosopher like Locke will draw one's
head too far in one direction, while a philosopher like Kant will do the
same in another direction. He even states that one's head will be better
off  abandoning such “thunder-head” philosophers altogether.  But  if
Melville holds philosophers in such low esteem, what are we to make
of his numerous and lengthy philosophical digressions? In this we can
see that not only is Melville post-Christian, but he has also abandoned
Enlightenment concepts of objective truth and has embraced what can
be termed a post-modern perspective. For Melville truth is no longer
the goal, and all philosophies and experiences become playthings for
minds that are supposedly free from all dogmatism. Of course,  this
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post-modern  rejection  of  objective  truth  is  self-contradictory,  for
everyone  must  have  some faith,  some dogmatic  belief  in  order  to
make  value  judgments  about  anything  (which  Melville  frequently
does).  Thus,  true moral  and philosophical  relativism is  impossible,
although  the  feigned  relativism  of  Melville  and  those  who  have
followed in the tradition of New England humanism is often a useful
tool for demolishing the Christian foundation of society.

A final passage of interest  from  Moby-Dick  is taken from a
lengthy  meditation  on  the  nature  of  the  sperm  whale,  in  which
Melville focuses on the majesty and profundity of the creature.

“...had  the  great  Sperm  Whale  been  known  to  the  young  Orient
World,  he would have been deified by their child-magian thoughts.
They  deified  the  crocodile  of  the  Nile,  because  the  crocodile  is
tongueless; and the Sperm Whale has no tongue, or at least it is so
exceedingly small, as to be incapable of protrusion. If hereafter any
highly cultured, poetical nation shall lure back to their birth-right,
the merry May-day gods of old; and livingly enthrone them again in
the  now egotistical  sky;  in  the  now unhaunted  hill;  then  be  sure,
exalted  to  Jove’s  high  seat,  the  great  Sperm Whale  shall  lord  it.”
(emphasis added)
(ibid., part 2 pages 75-76)

Here  Melville  goes  back  on  what  he  said  earlier  about  the
fundamental equality of all religions. Here he describes paganism in
positive terms and clearly states that a return to paganism would be a
blessing. He says that the “merry” gods of old lost their “birth-right”
in our hearts and temples when replaced by Christianity, and that only
a  “highly  cultured”  nation  could  bring  them  back  to  enliven  our
physical  environment.  We  can  also  see  that  Melville's  love  of  the
savage is insincere, or at least inconsistent. At one moment he extols
the savage, at the next he says that only a “highly cultured” people
could truly advance humanity. Therefore, I say that the New England
humanists  are  “mock-savages.”  No  pagan  savage  from  Polynesia
would  ever  engage  in  contemplation  of  Platonic  or  Kantian
philosophy, nor speculate about a “highly cultured” people creating a
new religion. The New England humanist merely extols the savage
for the purpose of denigrating and attacking the “bad whites” who
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hold to our Christian past, a strategy that is still used by white liberals
today.

III. RALPH WALDO EMERSON

Like Melville,  Emerson also sought to escape completely from the
Christian  heritage  of  New England.  But  rather  than  speaking of  a
return to paganism, Emerson argued that each generation is able to
directly  apprehend  divine  truth  through  its  own  experience,  thus
making religious tradition unnecessary.  In his famous essay  Nature
(1836) Emerson writes,

“Our age is retrospective. It builds the sepulchres of the fathers. It
writes  biographies,  histories,  and  criticism.  The  foregoing
generations beheld God and nature face to face; we, through their
eyes.  Why  should  not  we  also  enjoy  an  original  relation  to  the
universe? Why should not we have a poetry and philosophy of insight
and not of tradition, and a religion by revelation to us, and not the
history of theirs? Embosomed for a season in nature, whose floods of
life stream around and through us, and invite us by the powers they
supply, to action proportioned to nature, why should we grope among
the  dry  bones  of  the  past,  or  put  the  living  generation  into
masquerade out of its faded wardrobe? The sun shines to-day also.
There is more wool and flax in the fields. There are new lands, new
men, new thoughts.  Let us demand our own works and laws and
worship.” (emphasis added)
(Nature, James Munroe and Company, Boston, 1836, page 5-6)

In  saying  this  Emerson  is  assuming  that  fallen  man  can  detect
religious truth through the general revelation of God in nature, and
that there is therefore no need for the special  revelation of God in
Christ or in the Holy Scriptures. This claim seems to be absurd given
the staggering variety of religions, law codes and philosophies that
fallen man has invented for himself,  and it  is  also contradicted by
Scripture  itself.  While  it  is  true  that  “the  eternal  power  and
Godhead” are seen in “the things that are made” (Romans 1:20), this
does  not  mean  that  the  divinely  inspired  law  code  or  the  Gospel
message can be deduced from nature by the intellect of fallen man.
Rather, the Bible declares that God has revealed the law only to one
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particular group: “He sheweth his word unto Jacob, his statutes and
his judgments unto Israel. He hath not dealt so with any nation: and
as for his judgments, they have not known them” (Psalm 147:19-20)
and that the Gospel cannot be known to the nations unless the Church
sends forth preachers:  “whosoever shall call  upon the name of the
Lord shall be saved. How then shall they call on him in whom they
have not believed? and how shall they believe in him of whom they
have  not  heard?  and  how  shall  they  hear  without  a  preacher?”
(Romans 10:13-14). Emerson's demand that each generation receive
its  own unique,  direct  revelation  from God can  only  lead  to  each
generation  radically  altering  law and morality—something  that  we
have indeed seen in the last century.

Emerson  claims  that  this  direct  perception  of  God  is  best
achieved  when  spending  time  in  nature,  and  he  describes  his
experience of communing with God or “the Universal Being” while
walking in the woods.

“In the woods too, a man casts off his years, as the snake his slough,
and at what period soever of life, is always a child. In the woods, is
perpetual  youth.  Within  these  plantations  of  God,  a  decorum and
sanctity reign, a perennial festival is dressed, and the guest sees not
how he should tire of them in a thousand years.  In the woods, we
return to reason and faith. There I feel that nothing can befall me
in  life,—no  disgrace,  no  calamity,  (leaving  me  my  eyes,)  which
nature  cannot  repair.  Standing  on  the  bare  ground,—my  head
bathed by the blithe air, and uplifted into infinite space,—all mean
egotism vanishes. I become a transparent eye-ball; I am nothing; I
see all; the currents of the Universal Being circulate through me; I
am part or particle of God. The name of the nearest friend sounds
then foreign and accidental: to be brothers, to be acquaintances,—
master or servant, is then a trifle and a disturbance. I am the lover of
uncontained and immortal beauty.” (emphasis added)
(ibid., pages 12-13)

Emerson is certainly mistaken in thinking that these feelings that he
experiences in the woods are purely “natural” and not dependent on
any prior cultural development. These feelings are obviously those of
an imaginative, mystically inclined post-Christian New Englander of
the 19th century  who has recently  studied Hinduism. I  doubt  very
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much  that  the  Indian  savages  who inhabited  those  woods  prior  to
English colonization ever experienced faux-Hindu feelings of being
“uplifted  into infinite  space” or becoming “a transparent  eye-ball.”
The  fact  that  our  prior  cultural  experiences  and  religious  and
philosophical instruction determine how we experience and process
God's creation is a strong argument against Emerson's claim that any
generation  or  individual  can  directly  perceive  religious  truth.  And
because prior religious instruction is indispensable for interpreting the
world, in order to have any grasp of the truth we must be sure that our
religious instruction is based on the infallible,  special  revelation of
God. 

Later  on  in  the  same  essay  Emerson  further  reveals  his
dependence on Hinduism and other forms of paganism by claiming an
essential  identity  between  God  and  the  human  soul.  In  Hindu
terminology, this is expressed by saying that Atman (the human soul)
is Brahman (the supreme being). The only thing that separates Atman
from Brahman is the forgetfulness of Atman. Once an individual soul
remembers  his  essential  identity  with  the  supreme  being,  he  has
reached spiritual enlightenment.

“Man is the dwarf of himself. Once he was permeated and dissolved
by spirit.  He filled nature with his overflowing currents.  Out from
him sprang the sun and moon; from man, the sun; from woman,
the  moon.  The  laws  of  his  mind,  the  periods  of  his  actions
externized  themselves  into  day  and  night,  into  the  year  and  the
seasons. But,  having  made  for  himself  this  huge  shell,  his  waters
retired; he no longer fills the veins and veinlets; he is shrunk to a
drop. He sees, that the structure still fits him, but fits him colossally.
Say, rather, once it fitted him, now it corresponds to him from far and
on high. He adores timidly his own work. Now is man the follower of
the sun, and woman the follower of the moon. Yet sometimes he starts
in  his  slumber,  and wonders  at  himself  and his  house,  and muses
strangely at the resemblance betwixt him and it. He perceives that if
his law is still paramount, if still he have elemental power, if his word
is sterling yet in nature, it is not conscious power, it is not inferior but
superior to his will. It is Instinct.” (emphasis added)
(ibid., pages 88-89)
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The end result of conflating the human soul with God is claiming that
man possesses  the  divine  attributes.  In  this  passage  Emerson even
dares to assert that the sun and moon sprang from man, and that the
laws of the mind of man, not God, have determined the rhythms of
nature.  For  Emerson  the  sovereign  creator  is  man,  not  the
transcendent God of the Bible. This belief in the godhood of man has
an  important  connection  with  Emerson's  violent  and  revolutionary
political beliefs. After all, if the laws of nature are ultimately based on
the mind of man, then surely man can remake the world in his own
image.

Despite Hinduism's deep theological errors, this religion did
lead  to  a  very  stable  and  hierarchical  society.  Although  he  uses
Hinduism in his  attack  on the Christian order,  Emerson is  no true
Hindu,  just  as  Melville  is  no  true  pagan  savage.  Emerson  merely
appropriates  certain Hindu ideas in order to advance his own anti-
traditional agenda, showing once again that the white liberal does not
really respect the ideas and beliefs of foreign cultures. Emerson was a
strong advocate of abolitionism and he was even a supporter of the
violent terrorist John Brown. In speaking of his sympathy for Brown,
Emerson says:

“I am not a little surprised at the easy effrontery with which political
gentlemen, in and out of Congress, take it upon them to say that there
are  not  a  thousand  men  in  the  North  who  sympathize  with  John
Brown.  It  would  be  far  safer  and nearer  the  truth  to  say  that  all
people, in proportion to their sensibility and self respect, sympathize
with him. For it is impossible to see courage, and disinterestedness,
and the love that casts out fear, without sympathy.” 
(source: http://www.digitalhistory.uh.edu/active_learning/explorations
/brown/public_emerson.cfm) 

When describing the love of God, the apostle John writes  “There is
no  fear  in  love;  but  perfect  love  casteth  out  fear” (1  John 4:18).
Emerson, who, as we have seen, clearly has no respect for the Bible,
blasphemously attributes this sublime love of God to a terrorist and
murderer.  His  blend  of  traditional  spirituality  and  modern  social
concerns  is  characteristic  of  the religion  of  both the New England
humanists and today's white liberals, as this religion is a hodge-podge
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of paganism, eastern mysticism and secular “progressivism” used to
justify violent revolution—all done in the name of “equality.”

IV. HENRY DAVID THOREAU

Of all of the figures surveyed in this essay, Henry David Thoreau is
perhaps the most radical and is the clearest precursor of 1960s “hippie
movement.” Thoreau is probably most famous for his book  Walden
(1854), which details his experience of living alone in the wilderness
on  Walden  Pond.  He  uses  the  narrative  of  his  “back  to  nature”
experience  to  critique  mainstream  Christian  society,  attempting  to
undermine the Biblical concepts of responsibility and dominion. 

Thoreau's life in the woods aims at simplicity and a minimum
of physical possessions. He promotes this simplicity because he views
property owners as “enslaved” to the land that they cultivate.

“I  see  young men,  my townsmen,  whose misfortune it  is  to  have
inherited farms, houses, barns, cattle, and farming tools; for these
are more easily acquired than got rid of. Better if they had been
born in the open pasture and suckled by a wolf,  that they might
have seen with clearer eyes what field they were called to labor in.
Who made them serfs  of  the soil? Why should they eat  their  sixty
acres,  when man is  condemned to  eat  only  his  peck  of  dirt? Why
should they begin digging their  graves  as  soon as they  are born?
They have got to  live a man’s life,  pushing all  these things before
them, and get on as well as they can.  How many a poor immortal
soul have I met well nigh crushed and smothered under its load,
creeping down the road of life, pushing before it a barn seventy-five
feet by forty, its Augean stables never cleansed, and one hundred
acres  of  land,  tillage,  mowing,  pasture,  and  wood-lot! The
portionless,  who  struggle  with  no  such  unnecessary  inherited
encumbrances,  find it  labor enough to subdue and cultivate  a few
cubic feet of flesh.” (emphasis added)
(Walden  and  Other  Writings  of  Henry  David  Thoreau,  New York,
Random House, 1950, pages 4-5)

By  contrast,  the Bible  emphasizes  that  an  inheritance  from  one's
fathers  is  a  great  blessing.  There  are  numerous  laws  in  the  Old
Testament governing how this inheritance is to be passed down. God
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speaks  of  Israel  as  his  inheritance:  “For  the  Lord's  portion  is  his
people; Jacob is the lot of his inheritance” (Deuteronomy 32:9) and
the concept of inheritance is used throughout the New Testament to
describe  the eternal  reward  of  the saints:  “Giving thanks  unto the
Father, which hath made us meet to be partakers of the inheritance of
the saints in light” (Colossians 1:12). An inheritance is something to
be  treasured  and  passed  down in  love  and  joy.  Thoreau  views  an
inheritance as a burden because he and others like him seek to avoid
the responsibility and continuity that comes along with it. As long as
men respect and care for what is passed down to them by their fathers,
they will resist the revolutionary remaking of society. Not only does
Thoreau view property as a form of enslavement of man, but he even
adopts the Marxist view that property is actually the cause of vice and
discord, saying that:

“I am convinced, that if all men were to live as simply as I then did,
thieving and robbery would be unknown.”
(ibid., pages 155-156)

With these words Thoreau denies the Biblical doctrine of original sin,
which teaches that man's tendency to evil is in his own heart, not in
his  environment:  “The  heart  is  deceitful  above  all  things,  and
desperately  wicked” (Jeremiah  17:9).  It  is  also  obvious  that  poor
communities are not known for their low crime rates, nor are wealthy
ones famous for rampant thieving. The cure for the vice of greed is
not a paucity of possessions, but a new heart. This utopian belief in
the  perfectibility  of  man's  moral  nature  through  changing  his
environment  has  been  the  basic  foundation  of  every  socialist  and
communist nightmare that has been seen over the last two centuries. 

This  disdain  for  responsible  property  owners  is  expressed
throughout  the  book,  as  Thoreau  complains  that  the  legacy  of  the
Christian farmer has even infected the very place names in his idyllic
wilderness.  He is  particularly  offended  by the  name of  a  body of
water not far from his cabin: Flint's Pond.

“Flint’s Pond! Such is the poverty of our nomenclature.  What right
had the unclean and stupid farmer, whose farm abutted on this sky
water, whose shores he has ruthlessly laid bare, to give his name to
it?  Some  skin-flint,  who  loved  better  the  reflecting  surface  of  a
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dollar, or a bright cent, in which he could see his own brazen face;
who regarded even the wild ducks which settled in it as trespassers;
his fingers grown into crooked and horny talons from the long habit
of grasping harpy-like;—so it is not named for me. I go not there to
see him nor to hear of him; who never saw it, who never bathed in it,
who never loved it, who never protected it, who never spoke a good
word for it, nor thanked God that he had made it. Rather let it be
named from the fishes that swim in it, the wild fowl or quadrupeds
which frequent  it,  the  wild  flowers  which grow by its  shores,  or
some wild man or child the thread of whose history is interwoven
with its own; not from him who could show no title to it but the deed
which  a  like-minded  neighbor  or  legislature  gave  him,—him  who
thought only of its money value; whose presence perchance cursed all
the shore; who exhausted the land around it,  and would fain have
exhausted  the waters within  it;  who regretted  only  that  it  was not
English hay or cranberry meadow,—there was nothing to redeem it,
forsooth, in his eyes,—and would have drained and sold it  for the
mud at its bottom. It did not turn his mill, and it was no privilege to
him to behold it. I respect not his labors, his farm where every thing
has its price; who would carry the landscape, who would carry his
God,  to  market,  if  he could get  any thing for  him; who goes  to
market for his god as it is; on whose farm nothing grows free, whose
fields  bear  no  crops,  whose  meadows  no  flowers,  whose  trees  no
fruits, but dollars; who loves not the beauty of his fruits, whose fruits
are not ripe for him till they are turned to dollars.” (emphasis added)
(ibid., page 177-178)

In Thoreau's view, the man who clears and cultivates the land does so
because he is a fiendish, grasping “harpy” who loves money and hates
God. He preposterously assumes that the pious Puritan farmers “never
thanked God” for  the land that  they  worked,  bringing the  greatest
slander against them. The land, in Thoreau's view, belonged more to
the fish and the fowl than to the European colonizer. He also claims
that the “wild man,” presumably an Indian savage, has more of a right
to  the  land  than  the  Christian.  Here  again  we  see  the  false  and
romanticized  vision  of  the  savage  employed  by  the  New England
humanists. Thoreau presumes to know the motives and inner thoughts
of the Indian, claiming that this noble savage did not see the land as
an item to be exploited for gain or to be bought or sold. The actual
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history of the American Indian shows that Thoreau's assumption about
them  is  untrue,  but  that  does  not  stop  Thoreau  from  using  the
fabricated image of the “noble savage” to attack his ideological foes.

The  author's  deep  hatred  of  the  responsible  middle-class
reaches its highest pitch in a passage that describes his encounter with
various insane persons, who seem to Thoreau to be wiser than the
hated bourgeoisie.

“Far off as I lived,  I was not exempted from the annual visitation
which occurs, methinks, about the first of April, when every body is
on the move; and I had my share of good luck,  though there were
some curious specimens among my visitors. Half-witted men from the
almshouse and elsewhere came to see me; but I endeavored to make
them exercise all the wit they had, and make their confessions to me;
in such cases making wit the theme of our conversation; and so was
compensated. Indeed, I found some of them to be wiser than the so
called overseers of the poor and selectmen of the town, and thought it
was time that the tables were turned.”
(ibid., pages 136-137)

This idea that “the insane are wiser than those who care for them” was
taken up by the 1960's hippie movement, especially in works like One
Flew  Over  the  Cuckoo's  Nest.  Here  Thoreau  also  anticipates  the
Cultural  Marxist  notion  that  what  is  often  understood  as  normal
psychological  behavior  is in fact a social  construct  enforced by an
elite  class.  Of course,  no political  activists  seriously think that  the
mentally ill should be put in positions of authority, but the romantic
idea of “liberating” the poor oppressed half-wits can be used as one
more ideological weapon against the hated status quo.

Walden is perhaps best known for its early “environmentalist”
attitude.  Indeed,  Thoreau  places  such  great  value  on  undisturbed
nature  that,  if  his ideas  were  carried  out  consistently,  human  life
would become impossible. When discussing his clearing of the land in
order  to plant  crops,  he asks “what  right had I”  to  clear  away the
plants that were already growing there.

“This was my curious labor all summer,—to make this portion of
the earth’s surface, which had yielded only cinquefoil, blackberries,
johnswort,  and  the  like,  before,  sweet  wild  fruits  and  pleasant
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flowers, produce instead this pulse. What shall I learn of beans or
beans of me? I cherish them, I hoe them, early and late I have an eye
to them; and this is my day’s work. It is a fine broad leaf to look on.
My auxiliaries are the dews and rains which water this dry soil, and
what fertility is in the soil itself, which for the most part is lean and
effete. My enemies are worms, cool days, and most of all woodchucks.
The last have nibbled for me a quarter of an acre clean.  But what
right  had  I  to  oust  johnswort  and  the  rest,  and  break  up  their
ancient herb garden?” (emphasis added)
(ibid., page 140)

Later on he states that, even after all of his work planting crops, if his
harvest fails he would not be dismayed, because the weeds that grow
in the field will feed the birds!

“How, then,  can our  harvest  fail?  Shall  I  not  rejoice  also  at  the
abundance of the weeds whose seeds are the granary of the birds? It
matters  little  comparatively  whether  the  fields  fill  the  farmer’s
barns.” (emphasis added)
(ibid., page 150)

Needless to say, if these attitudes about sowing and harvesting were
universally  adopted,  humanity  would  face  mass  starvation.
Furthermore, mankind's right to disturb a field of weeds in order to
plant  crops  was  granted  to  us  by  God  in  the  beginning,  as  man's
original  purpose  on  the  earth  was  to  tend the  garden and  to  have
dominion  over  the  beasts  of  the  earth  (Genesis  1:26,  2:15).  But
Thoreau abandons Biblical teaching as well as the obvious necessities
of life in favor of his romantic fantasy about the sanctity of nature.

Thoreau also exhibits  an unhealthy emotional  attachment  to
nature, claiming to feel great distress at the death of a tree, making
himself  quite literally a precursor of the “tree-huggers” of the 20th
century. This emotional attachment is also connected with a pagan (or
at least mock-pagan) veneration of nature.

“[I]f any part [of the forest] was burned, though I burned it myself
by accident, I grieved with a grief that lasted longer and was more
inconsolable than that of the proprietors; nay, I grieved when it was
cut down by the proprietors themselves. I  would that our farmers
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when they  cut  down a forest  felt  some of  that  awe which  the  old
Romans  did  when  they  came  to  thin,  or  let  in  the  light  to,  a
consecrated grove (lucum conlucare), that is, would believe that it is
sacred to some god.  The Roman made an expiatory offering, and
prayed, Whatever god or goddess thou art to  whom this grove is
sacred, be propitious to me, my family, and children, &c.”
(emphasis added)
(ibid., page 225)

Given that Thoreau questions the morality of even clearing a field to
plant crops, it is not surprising that he also promotes vegetarianism. 

“I have no doubt that it is a part of the destiny of the human race, in
its gradual improvement, to leave off eating animals, as surely as the
savage  tribes  have  left  off  eating  each  other  when  they  came  in
contact with the more civilized.”
(ibid., page 194)

And yet  even on this  point  Thoreau is  contradictory,  as he cannot
seem to decide whether he wants to be a savage killing and eating his
prey, or a civilized man protecting his animal brethren.

“As I came home through the woods with my string of fish, trailing
my pole, it being now quite dark, I caught a glimpse of a woodchuck
stealing across my path, and felt a strange thrill of savage delight,
and was strongly tempted to seize and devour him raw; not that I
was hungry then, except for that wildness which he represented. Once
or twice, however, while I lived at the pond, I found myself ranging
the woods, like a half-starved hound, with a strange abandonment,
seeking some kind of venison which I might devour, and no morsel
could have been too savage for me. The wildest scenes had become
unaccountably familiar. I found in myself, and still find, an instinct
toward a higher, or, as it is named, spiritual life, as do most men,
and  another  toward  a  primitive  rank  and  savage  one,  and  I
reverence  them  both.  I  love  the  wild  not  less  than  the  good.”
(emphasis added)
(ibid., page 189)
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This arbitrary, violent vacillation between savagery and civilization is
a common feature amongst white liberals  to this day. One moment
they are singing the praises of the noble savage, the next moment they
are talking about the need to become more civilized.  One moment
they are coddling Muslim refugees who wish to spread Sharia law in
the West, the next moment they are demanding that we bomb Iran to
free the poor homosexuals from Muslim oppression. This confusion
can largely be traced to the fact that the white liberal seeks to base his
morality  on  “nature”  or  “science”  (which  is  merely  fallen  man's
interpretation of nature) without relying on an infallible, transcendent
lawgiver. “Nature” does not teach any morality, as practically any vice
or virtue can be found in “natural” animal behavior if one searches
long  enough.  New  England  Humanism  swept  away  the  objective,
transcendent foundation of Christian faith, and white liberal morality
in America has been in constant flux ever since. 

The  replacement  of  the  God of  the  Bible  with  “Nature”  is
made quite clear as Thoreau speaks of the forest as being his pagan
“temple” or “shrine.”

“Sometimes I rambled to pine groves, standing like temples, or like
fleets at sea, full-rigged, with wavy boughs, and rippling with light, so
soft and green and shady that the Druids would have forsaken their
oaks to worship in them; or to the cedar wood beyond Flint’s Pond,
where the trees, covered with hoary blue berries, spiring higher and
higher,  are  fit  to  stand  before  Valhalla,  and  the  creeping  juniper
covers the ground with wreaths full of fruit; or to swamps where the
usnea lichen hangs in festoons from the white-spruce trees, and toad-
stools,  round  tables  of  the  swamp gods,  cover  the  ground...These
were the shrines I visited both summer and winter.” 
(emphasis added)
(ibid., pages 181-182)

This  passage  includes  pagan  references,  such  as  “Druids”  and
“Valhalla,”  showing  that  Thoreau  has  more  of  an  interest  in  any
spiritual  tradition other than Christianity.  References to Christianity
are,  however,  found  when  Thoreau  is  taking  the  attributes  of  the
Christian God and giving them to “Nature.” Just as Emerson taught
that man is the creator, so Thoreau teaches that “Nature” can forgive
men's sins.
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“In a pleasant spring morning all men’s sins are forgiven. Such a
day is a truce to vice. While such a sun holds out to burn, the vilest
sinner may return. Through our own recovered innocence we discern
the innocence of our neighbors. You may have known your neighbor
yesterday for a thief, a drunkard, or a sensualist, and merely pitied or
despised him, and despaired of the world; but the sun shines bright
and warm this first spring morning, re-creating the world, and you
meet  him  at  some  serene  work,  and  see  how  his  exhausted  and
debauched veins expand with still joy and bless the new day, feel the
spring influence with the innocence of infancy, and all his faults are
forgotten.  There is not only an atmosphere of good will about him,
but  even a savor  of  holiness  groping for  expression, blindly  and
ineffectually perhaps, like a new-born instinct, and for a short hour
the south hill-side echoes to no vulgar jest. You see some innocent fair
shoots preparing to burst from his gnarled rind and try another year’s
life, tender and fresh as the youngest plant. Even he has entered into
the joy of his Lord. Why the jailer does not leave open his prison
doors,—why the judge does not dismis his case,—why the preacher
does not dismiss his congregation! It is because they do not obey the
hint which God gives them, nor accept the pardon which he freely
offers to all.” (emphasis added)
(ibid., page 280-281)

For  Thoreau,  pardon  and  reconciliation  come  not  through  the
atonement  of  Christ,  but  through  the  light  of  nature.  He  twists
Scriptural language when he says that the spring morning has caused
a sinner to have the “savor of holiness” (cf. 2 Corinthians 2:15) and
to have “entered into the joy of his Lord” (cf. Matthew 21:25), both
of which phrases are  used in the Bible  to express the supernatural
communion of the believer with Christ. The superiority of the grace of
nature to the grace of Christ  is  shown by saying that  the preacher
should “dismiss his congregation” in order that they might receive the
true forgiveness offered through the natural world. Again, we also see
the millenarian, utopian conviction of nature-worshiping progressives,
who hold that if everyone would simply listen to what “Nature” is
saying, there would be perpetual peace and brotherhood.

A final passage from Thoreau again shows his veneration of
nature,  as  well  as  his  supposed detachment  from the  cares  of  this
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world. His indifference in the face of violence and death also indicates
that he would be quite comfortable with the creative destruction of
revolution.

“I love to see that Nature is so rife with life that myriads can be
afforded to be sacrificed and suffered to prey on one another; that
tender organizations can be so serenely squashed out of existence like
pulp,—tadpoles which herons gobble up, and tortoises and toads run
over in the road; and that sometimes it has rained flesh and blood!
With the liability to accident, we must see how little account is to be
made of it. The impression made on a wise man is that of universal
innocence.  Poison is not poisonous after all,  nor are any wounds
fatal.” (emphasis added)
(ibid., page 283)

In  these  sentiments  we  again  see  the  influence  of  Hindu  thought,
perhaps as mediated through his friend and mentor Emerson. There
are  indeed  similarities  here  to  Emerson's  Hindu-inspired  poem
Brahma, which includes the lines:

“If the red slayer think he slays,
Or if the slain think he is slain,
They know not well the subtle ways
I keep, and pass, and turn again.

Far or forgot to me is near;
Shadow and sunlight are the same;
The vanished gods to me appear;
And one to me are shame and fame.”

Here Emerson adopts the Hindu belief that all of life is ultimately an
illusion, that men neither really kill nor really die, since all individual
souls are ultimately one with the Supreme Being. He also suggests a
kind of moral relativism by saying that “shadow and sunlight are the
same” and “one to me are shame and fame.” The above passage from
Thoreau echoes these ideas by saying that no wounds are fatal; that is,
that even when full of bloodshed, nothing in nature really dies. But
once again, this Hindu-esque “detachment” from the vicissitudes of
life  is  completely  fake.  Like  Emerson,  Thoreau  was  an  ardent
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abolitionist, a political position that would certainly find no support in
actual  Hinduism,  which  claims  that  the  race-based castes  of  India
were divinely instituted. A genuine Hindu sage who has come to see
the material world as illusion would not histrionically bewail the fate
of the poor Negroes in the South, but rather instruct the Negroes to
seek peace and acceptance in their current situation. For if there is no
difference between sunlight and shadow, life and death, then surely
there is no difference between being a slave or a master. For Thoreau,
there  is  relativism  and  mystical  oneness  only  when  undermining
Christian society, and then rigid dogmatism when it comes to bringing
“equality” to the world.  

***

New England humanism has come to dominate white liberal thought
in America. For the white liberal, non-whites are superior to the “bad
whites” who cling to Christian tradition, and yet these noble savages
are helplessly oppressed by the bad whites and can only be saved by
the  good white  liberals.  The white  liberals  admire  and appropriate
aspects of traditional non-white cultures from around the world, and
yet  they  promote  globalist  policies  that  will  destroy  these  very
cultures. When exciting revolutionary fervor, they tout their oneness
with “Nature” and their  pathological hatred of their  own ancestors.
Their worldview is based on a mass of contradictions, with no attempt
at constructing a rational foundation. 

Most importantly, this study should reinforce the fact that our
current struggle against degeneracy is primarily a theological one. As
I have shown, every negative idea introduced by the New England
humanists  is  a  direct  contradiction  of  Biblical  teaching.  Simply
resisting  specific  policies  proposed  by white  liberals  on  pragmatic
grounds is not enough. White liberals are not primarily motivated by a
desire to achieve actual results. Rather, they are motivated by seeking
emotional fulfillment  and the satisfaction of their  twisted faith.  We
must attack their worldview at its roots, and this can only be done by
relying  on  the  Word  of  God,  which  is  “the  sword  of  the  Spirit”
(Ephesians 6:17) given to every Christian to assault the evil one.
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19. Against the Money Power

One of the great errors of the mainstream conservative movement is
the slavish attitude towards money. These mainstream conservatives
almost universally present the unrestrained pursuit of money as the
greatest  virtue,  and  they  even  dare  to  assert  that  this  attitude  is
completely in  line  with  both  Christianity  and  Americanism.  By
contrast, the Bible is quite clear on this point, as  it declares that the
love  of  money is  root  of  all  evil  (1  Timothy 6:10).  The mammon
worship  of  contemporary  pro-capitalist  conservatives  involves  a
complete inversion of the truth, presenting as virtue a vice so extreme
that the Word of God declares it to be not just evil but the root of all
evil; and thus these conservatives put themselves under the Biblical
curse: “Woe unto them that call  evil  good, and good evil;  that put
darkness for light, and light for darkness; that put bitter for sweet,
and sweet for bitter!” (Isaiah 5:20). This blind spot on the evils of
mammon  worship  has  been  one  of the  greatest  hindrances  to  the
revival and flourishing of the American people, as the default defense
of the “free market” has prevented Americans from embracing truly
Biblical solutions.

While  the  inordinate  love  of  money had already  crept  into
America at a very early period, we must not overlook the fact that
there have been many prominent Americans who sought to address
the  problem.  But  those  who  mounted  a  genuine  resistance  to  the
money power were not left-wing socialists; they were populists. In the
American context, populists have sought to use the state to fight the
influence  of  the  money  power,  but  unlike  left-wing  socialists,
populists  have not promoted total  state  ownership of the means of
production.  Instead,  populist  measures  have  aimed  at  truly
distributing  wealth  and  influence  amongst  the  people.  This  is  in
conformity  with  the  fundamental  American  idea  embodied  in  the
Constitution,  that  in  order  to  remain  free,  power  cannot  be
consolidated in too few hands.
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Many of those on the far-right today are aware of the Federal
Reserve and the negative impact that it has had on America since its
founding in 1913. But this  is not the first time that  a questionable
state-sanctioned  bank  has  been  accused  of  corrupting  American
society. Perhaps the defining feature of Andrew Jackson's presidency
was his war against the National Bank of his day. The Second Bank of
the United States was established in 1817 with a twenty year charter,
but  by the 1820s the Bank had already become widely  unpopular.
Jackson argued strongly against renewing the charter of the Bank, and
thanks  to  his  efforts  the  charter  was  allowed  to  lapse  in  1836,
effectively destroying the Bank. And while Jackson was successful in
some respects, his victory was only a minor setback for the corrosive
money power, because he failed to deal with the major problems of
modern banking and wealth inequality.

When  looking  at  Jackson's  attacks  on  the  Bank,  the  words
seem to apply perfectly to our current situation. The following quotes
are taken from Jackson's 1833 and 1834 State of the Union addresses.

“[T]he  question  is  distinctly  presented  whether  the  people  of  the
United States are to govern through representatives chosen by their
unbiased  suffrages  or  whether  the  money  and  power  of  a  great
corporation are to be secretly exerted to influence their judgment and
control their decisions. It must now be determined whether the bank
is to have its candidates for all offices in the country, from the highest
to  the  lowest,  or  whether  candidates  on  both  sides  of  political
questions shall be brought forward as heretofore and supported by
the usual means.

At this time the efforts of the bank to control public opinion,
through the distresses of some and the fears of others, are equally
apparent...while through presses known to have been sustained by its
money it attempts by unfounded alarms to create a panic in all.

[The Bank has] actively engaged in attempting to influence
the elections of the public officers by means of its money...in violation
of the express provisions of its charter, it [has] by a formal resolution
placed its funds at the disposition of its president to be employed in
sustaining the political power of the bank.”

“It is a constitutional provision 'that no money shall be drawn from
the Treasury but in consequence of appropriations made by law.' The
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palpable object of this provision is to prevent the expenditure of the
public money for any purpose what so ever which shall not have been
1st approved by the representatives of the people and the States in
Congress assembled...According to this plain constitutional provision,
the claim of the bank can never be paid without an appropriation by
act of Congress. But the bank has never asked for an appropriation. It
attempts  to  defeat  the  provision  of  the  Constitution  and  obtain
payment without an act of Congress.”

Jackson also points out  that,  despite the claims of its  supporters, a
national bank simply was not necessary.

“Happily  it  is  already  illustrated  that  the  agency  of  such  an
institution is not necessary to the fiscal operations of the Government.
The State banks are found fully adequate to the performance of all
services which were required of the Bank of the United States, quite
as promptly and with the same cheapness.”

Finally, Jackson warned the American people of the great dangers that
awaited them if the money power were to have free reign.

“The  bold effort  the  present  bank  has  made  to  control  the
Government,  the  distresses  it  has  wantonly  produced...are  but
premonitions  of the fate  which awaits  the American people should
they  be  deluded  into  a  perpetuation  of  this  institution  or  the
establishment of another like it.”

Indeed, the problems of the 1830s were but mere precursors of what
has befallen America in the last 100 years.

When  reading  Jackson's  words,  one  notices  that  while  his
criticisms are aimed only at the National Bank, in most instances they
apply  equally  to  private  banks  and  the  moneyed  elite  in  general.
Private banks and corporations are quite capable of using their money
to  control  the  press,  manufacture  economic  crises,  and  manipulate
elections. While a powerful National Bank that directly uses tax-payer
money is more sinister and more dangerous, unchecked private banks
are dangerous enough. 
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The  next  major  populist  figure  in  American  history  was
William Jennings Bryan (1860-1925).  Bryan was a member  of  the
House  of  Representatives,  and  in  1896  he  was  the  presidential
nominee for both the Democrat and the People's parties. Later in life
he became known as an orator, and he used his speaking ability to
oppose  the  spread  of  atheist  ideologies,  especially  Darwinian
evolution. 

The  populism  of  the  1890s  grew  out  of  the  frustration  of
middle-American farmers,  who felt  that  they were at  the mercy of
banks and major corporations. 

“Frustration and bitterness that had long smoldered now flared into
defiance as thousands of farm families paraded their wagons down
the dusty streets of a hundred towns, demonstrating their unity and
their contempt for the bankers, lawyers, and merchants who watched
from the wooden sidewalks. The parades culminated in rallies. There
the farm families ate picnic lunches and put new words to familiar
melodies:

Worm or beetle, drouth[sic] or tempest,
On a farmer's land may fall,
But for first-class ruination
Trust a mortgage 'gainst them all.

They also sang their condemnation of political parties that seemed
oblivious to their distress:

I was a party man one time
The party would not mind me,

So now I'm working for myself,
The party's left behind me.

The rallies concluded with arm-waving speakers who attacked Wall
Street, international bankers, monopolies and railroads.”
(Robert W. Cherny, A Righteous Cause: The Life of William Jennings
Bryan, University of Oklahoma Press, 1994, page 34)

This grassroots outrage over the tyranny of the money power quickly
coalesced into a radical political ideology that found expression in the
People's Party (also known as the Populist Party).

“The first element [of the party's ideology] traced its origins at least
to  Andrew  Jackson,  as  Populist  campaigners  again  and  again
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proclaimed their opposition to concentrations of economic power. Jay
Burrows,  Nebraska  Alliance  leader,  wrote  that  corporations  had
made  'the  toiling  millions'  into  'the  tools  of  a  few  plutocrats.'
Concentrations  of  economic  power—railroads  and  grain  markets
were  the  most  obvious  to  Nebraska  farmers—posed  dangers  to
economic opportunity for the individual, as well as to political liberty.
Populist anti-monopoly sentiment might have met with understanding
nods from seasoned Jacksonian Democrats, but the second element in
Populist thought drew more from the Republican tradition of active
government: Nebraska Populists called for government ownership of
the  railroads  and 'all  means of  public  communications.'  The  state
Alliance  added  government  ownership  of  banks  and  coal  mines.
Government  ownership  of  transportation,  communication,  and
banking might  restrain  the aggressions  of  monopoly,  but  Populists
argued—the third element in their analysis—that the people had to
bring government itself  more closely  under their  control.  Populists
proposed a range of reforms intended to increase voters' power over
government  decision-making, including the secret  ballot,  the direct
election of United States Senators, and direct election of the President
and Vice-President.”
(ibid., page 35)

In  addition  to  attacking  the  money  power  for  having  too  much
influence, the Populists also argued that this elite class was ultimately
parasitic because it merely transferred value rather than creating it.

“Bankers, merchants, lawyers, and grain buyers merely transferred
wealth but did not produce value themselves. The Nebraska Alliance
newspaper gave voice to the bitterness and frustration of a decade
when  it  charged  that  'there  are  three  great  crops  produced  in
Nebraska. One is a crop of corn, one a crop of freight rates, and one
a crop of interest. One is produced by farmers who by sweat and toil
farm the land. The other two are produced by men who sit in their
offices and behind their bank counters and farm the farmers.' As a
result, 'despite a generation of hard toil, the people are poor today,
mortgage-ridden  and  distressed...They  have  produced  but  they
possess  not.  They  have  amassed  wealth  for  other  people  to  enjoy
while they themselves are almost without the necessities of life.'”
(ibid., page 36)
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Of  course,  there  are  aspects  of  the  Populist  platform  that  can  be
critiqued.  For  example,  the  direct  election  of  Senators,  which  was
achieved by the Seventeenth Amendment, has done nothing to curb
tyranny, but it has rather further dissolved the founding vision of the
United States being a union of independent, sovereign entities. It is
also highly questionable to say that railroad freight rates are produced
without any sweat or toil, as thousands of working men were needed
to build, run and maintain the railroads. This easy dismissal of the
labor of the railroad worker perhaps shows that the 1890s populist
movement  was  too  focused  on  the  farm  issue  without  adequately
addressing the concerns of other laboring classes. However, despite
these defects, the Populist party was essentially correct about the main
problem in American society and its proper solution. 

The founding fathers envisaged a republic of yeoman farmers;
small freeholders who were independent and self-sufficient producers.
It was this class that was seen to be essential to maintaining our form
of government, and it was this class that was threatened by the banks
and the railroad monopolies. A farmer is not truly free as long as he is
dependent on a railroad that could arbitrarily change rates and cause
him to default on his mortgage. State intervention and regulation of
these  industries  is  the  only  solution  in  an  age  when  advances  in
technology  allow  the  creation  of  privately  owned  national  and
international  monopolies.  However,  this  Populist  form  of  state
intervention  in  business  in  no ways promotes  Marxist  socialism,  a
point made by Bryan himself.

“Denying that his proposals partook of socialism, Bryan presented
them instead as a means of combating socialism. 'The best way to
oppose  socialism  is  to  remedy  the  abuses  which  have  grown up
under  individualism  but  which  are  not  a  necessary  part  of
individualism'...[Bryan  condemned]  plutocracy,  accusing  it  of
defiling  and  polluting  business,  despoiling  the  home,  disgracing
religion, and oppressing the people.”
(ibid., pages 106-107)

Bryan's analysis of the corrosive effects of unregulated plutocracy and
of the evils done in the name of “individualism” is even more true
today than it was then. A genuine American individualism based on

172



self-control,  temperance,  piety  and  responsibility  is  perfectly
compatible  with  a  governmental  system that  suppresses  greed  and
exploitation while upholding public religion and virtue. Bryan and the
Populists of the 1890s offer us useful examples of how to break free
from  the  false  paradigm  of  “free-market  individualism”  vs  “big-
government socialism” that controls American political discourse.

Perhaps  the  greatest  and  most  clear-sighted  populist  in
American history is Huey P. Long (1893-1935), who served as both
the Governor of Louisiana and as Senator from that state during the
Great Depression. Long was a Democrat and initially supported FDR,
but he broke from the President when it became clear that the latter
was not interested in actually  challenging the money power.  In his
1933 autobiography  Every Man a King,  Long clearly describes the
one  goal  of  his  political  career:  to  fight  tyranny  through  the
redistribution of wealth.

“I had come to the United  States  Senate with only one project  in
mind,  which  was  that  by  every  means  of  action  and persuasion  I
might do something to spread the wealth of the land among all of the
people.

I foresaw the depression in 1929. In letters reproduced in this
volume, I had predicted all of the consequences many years before
they occurred.

The wealth of the land was being tied up in the hands of a
very few men. The people were not buying because they had nothing
with  which  to  buy.  The  big  business  interests  were  not  selling,
because there was nobody they could sell to…

God  Almighty  had  warned  against  this  condition.  Thomas
Jefferson,  Andrew  Jackson,  Daniel  Webster,  Theodore  Roosevelt,
William Jennings  Bryan and every  religious  teacher  known to this
earth had declaimed against it. So it was no new matter, as it was
termed, when I propounded the line of thought with the first crash of
1929, that the eventful day had arrived when accumulation at the top
by the few had produced a stagnation by which the vast multitude of
the people were impoverished at the bottom.”
(Every Man a King, Da Capo Press, 1996, pages 290-291)
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At this point, the mainstream right would immediately condemn Long
for his “left-wing socialism.” Such is their devotion to Mammon and
“free markets” that they would rather allow tyranny to continue than
to even consider any right-wing alternatives to the current economic
system. And Long certainly was a man of the right. Although he did
not publicly focus on the Jewish problem, he was associated with the
most famous “anti-Semites” of his  day.  Long expressed admiration
for radio priest Father Charles Coughlin, and he was a close friend of
Gerald L. K. Smith, a pastor in the Church of Christ and a lifelong
opponent of organized Jewry. Smith gave the eulogy at Long's funeral
and  managed  Long's  Share  Our  Wealth  campaign  after  the  latter's
untimely death.

Long foresaw that changing technological conditions required
a restructuring of the way wealth is distributed. Decades before the
current debate on automation, Long said:

“Machines are created making it possible to manufacture more in an
hour than used to be manufactured in a month; more is produced by
the labor of one man than was formerly produced by the labor of a
thousand men; fertilizers are available whereby an acre of land can
be made to  produce from two to three  or  even four  times what  it
formerly  produced;  various  other  inventions  and  scientific
achievements which God has seen fit to disclose to man from time to
time make their appearance; but instead of bringing prosperity, ease
and  comfort,  they  have  meant  unemployment;  they  have  meant
idleness;  they  have  meant  starvation;  they  have  meant  pestilence;
whereas they should have meant that hours of labor were shortened,
that toil was decreased, that more people would be able to consume,
that  they  would  have  time  for  recreation—in  fact,  everything  that
could  have  been done by  science  and invention  should have  been
shared among the people.”
(ibid., page 293)

And yet for all  of this  focus on technological  change, Long at  the
same time understood that what he was proposing was also rooted in
Scripture.
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“It is the law of God that a nation must free and re-free its people of
debt, and spread and re-spread the wealth of the land among all the
people.”
(ibid., page 297)

In a footnote supporting this contention, Long cites Leviticus 25-27
on the Jubilee law,  as  well  as Nehemiah 5 and James 5.  This  last
chapter includes the verses “Go to now, ye rich men, weep and howl
for  your  miseries  that  shall  come  upon  you.  Your  riches  are
corrupted, and your garments are motheaten. Your gold and silver is
cankered; and the rust of them shall be a witness against you, and
shall eat your flesh as it were fire. Ye have heaped treasure together
for the last days” (James 5:1-3). The exact details of Long's plan were
as follows:

“1. A capital levy tax on the property owned by any one person of 1%
of all over $1,000,000; 2% of all over $2,000,000 etc., until, when it
reaches  fortunes  of  over  $100,000,000,  the  government  takes  all
above that figure; which means a limit on the size of any one man's
fortune  to  something  like  $50,000,000—the  balance  to  go  to  the
government to spread out in its work among all the people.
2. An inheritance tax which does not allow any one person to receive
more than $5,000,000 in a lifetime without working for it, all over
that amount to go to the government to be spread among the people
for its work.
3. An income tax which does not allow any one man to make more
than $1,000,000 in any one year, exclusive of taxes, the balance to go
to the United States for general work among the people.”
(ibid., page 338-339)

I do not endorse every aspect of Long's plan, nor do I think that it is
exactly  in  line  with  the  principles  of  the  Mosaic  Jubilee.  The
constitution of ancient Israel did guard against perpetual poverty and
hunger, but it did so by guaranteeing the opportunity to work, not by
handing out free money. Those who were too poor to have fields of
their  own  were  allowed  to  glean  from  the  fields  of  their  more
successful  neighbors  (Leviticus  23).  Gleaning,  however,  was  hard
work. No able-bodied person was simply given free money or food.
The Jubilee law (Leviticus 25) guaranteed that every fifty years all
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productive farmland would revert back to the original family to which
the land was granted following the conquest of Canaan. In a largely
agrarian society like ancient Israel, farmland was the most important
form of wealth, and the Jubilee law did prevent the concentration of
this wealth in the hands of a small oligarchy. However, farmland is
not money; rather it is a resource that can be used to produce valuable
goods.  Yet  despite  these  errors,  Long's  plan  is  still  a  definite
improvement over  the  typical  “free  market”  idolatry  that  currently
passes for conservative thought. 

Throughout  his  career  Long  was  a  powerful,  unstoppable
force. In addition to his revolutionary ideas he possessed tremendous
personal charisma and energy. In 1935, the year of his death, Long
was mounting a presidential campaign that would challenge FDR and
his New Deal. Given Long's remarkable abilities and popularity, it is
quite likely that he could have succeeded in winning the White House.
Tragically, Long was assassinated by the Jew Carl Weiss just over a
year before the 1936 presidential election. Long's great potential and
popularity are recorded in Besieged Patriot, the autobiography of his
close associate Gerald L. K. Smith. 

“In the midst of an unprecedented economic and sociological crisis, I
became convinced  that  Huey P.  Long was  the  man of  the  hour.  I
resigned my pulpit even though 95% of the membership implored me
to remain, and announced that I was going to give my life defending
American tradition and Christian faith…

I became the one who was journeying across America in a
campaign  to  make  Huey  P.  Long  President  of  the  United  States.
James Farley, who was then the most important politician in America
and who was responsible for the election of Mr. Roosevelt (a mortal
enemy of Huey Long) said: 'If Mr. Long had not been assassinated he
would have been elected President of the United States in 1936.'

One  evening  I  was  walking  with  Senator  Huey  P.  Long
through  the  corridor  of  the  beautiful  State  Capitol  of  Louisiana,
which had been built under his direction. A young Jewish doctor by
the name of Carl Weiss stepped out from behind a marble pillar and
shot Senator Long and turned his gun toward me, and had it not been
for the bodyguards who shot the killer, I too, might have been either
maimed or killed. 
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Two days  later  he died.  I  was at  his  side.  I  heard his  last
words. I delivered the funeral oration over his grave, which was the
largest  public  funeral  in  American  history,  even  larger  than  the
Kennedy  funeral.  It  required  three  acres  just  to  lay  one  bouquet
beside  another.  It  was  estimated  that  250,000 people  attended  the
funeral with thousands of people unable to get across the rivers in
time for the funeral.”
(Besieged Patriot, Elna M. Smith Foundation, 1978 , page 8)

Long's association with a man as solidly opposed to globalism and
Jewish  power  as  Smith  speaks  highly  of  his  character  and  his
commitment  to  challenging  America's  real  enemies.  A  Long
presidency could have fundamentally changed world history. 

The careers of Jackson, Bryan, Long and many other home-
bred American populists should provide moral inspiration and policy
models  for our current  struggle against  plutocracy.  These populists
attacked  monopolies  and  banks,  but  never  the  concept  of  private
property.  They  saw  freedom  and  prosperity  in  the  distribution  of
private property, as opposed to the left-wing socialists who seek the
extreme concentration of wealth and power in the state. They saw the
money power as the natural enemy of religion and national progress,
not the great ally that “free-market” conservatives claim. Holding to
the  clear  condemnation  of  ruthless  greed  and  the  concentration  of
wealth found in the Scriptures, we can follow the same paths as these
great American populists.
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20. From the Bondage of the Will to the Triumph of the Will

Our  nation  was  clearly  founded  for  the  purpose  of  advancing  the
white  race  in  the  North  American  continent  at  the  expense  of
indigenous  non-white  tribes.  A  strict  segregation  was  observed
between  whites  and  Negroes,  and  intermarriage  between  the  two
groups  was  negligible,  both  in  the  slave-holding  South  and  the
abolitionist  North.  This promotion and protection of whiteness was
not accidental or subconscious; rather it was explicit and deliberate.
And although early Americans did not generally discriminate against
Jews  for  racial  reasons,  there  was  a  good  deal  of  religious
discrimination against  the tribe that  had rejected  and murdered the
Messiah.  Having established  that  early  American  society  was  both
pro-white  and  anti-Jewish,  and  having  stated  plainly  that  America
must return to such ideas if we wish to revitalize our country, it  is
inevitable that I will face accusations of being a “Nazi.” It is therefore
necessary  to  point  out  the  radical  difference  between  traditional
Americanism and early 20th century fascism.

In the introduction to this book I suggested that Americanism
can best be understood through the four principal ideas of Protestant
Christianity,  white  racial  identity,  pioneer  independence,  and
European culture. If we look at the European fascist movements, we
can see that only two out of these four foundational ideas are present:
white  racial  identity  and  European  culture.  The  lack  of  a  pioneer
heritage made the population in Europe much more open to the total
concentration  of  power  in  a  unified  state  than  would  have  been
possible in America. Most significantly, the lack of a strong Protestant
understanding of the sinfulness and fallibility of fallen man led the
fascists  to  loudly  declare  that  their  movement  represented  the
“triumph of the will.” This trust in the power of the human will is in
fact a complete inversion of Biblical religion. The central idea of the
Reformation was that fallen man was such a slave to sin that he could
do nothing on his own to reconcile himself to God, and that therefore
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salvation is achieved only through faith in the atoning death of Jesus.
If  the  will  by  its  own power  could  free  itself  from sin  and  work
righteousness,  then  the  atoning  sacrifice  is  rendered  nugatory.  The
great  reformer  Martin  Luther  defended  this  doctrine  in  his  classic
work  On the  Bondage of  the  Will.  Thus,  we see that  from Martin
Luther to Adolf Hitler there is a complete transformation of the basic
understanding  of  human  nature.  As  our  understanding  of  human
nature informs all of our political decisions, this difference is of great
consequence. 

Although  fascism and  national  socialism  were  undoubtedly
right-wing movements (despite the unfounded protestations of certain
neoconservatives who argue that the use of the word “socialism” in
national  socialism  places  that  movement  on  the  left),  these
movements  were  also  basically  humanistic.  That  is,  they  placed
practically unlimited trust in human potential without divine aid, and
they developed policies accordingly. Thus, fascism can accurately be
described as a kind of right-wing humanism, while communism is a
kind  of  left-wing  humanism.  Humanistic  political  theorists  almost
invariably  embrace  some kind of  utopianism.  These theorists  posit
that  if  certain  humans,  through  their  own  strength,  can  change
political  or  economic  institutions  in  a  certain  way,  then  a  world
practically free of problems can result (such as an eternal reich or a
workers' paradise). When the goal is a worldly utopia, the results are
almost always worldly suffering. This is because utopian thinkers do
not  take  into  account  the  fallibility  and  complexity  of  human
behavior,  and falsely believe  that  human nature  can be completely
transformed  through  the  alteration  of  a  handful  of  external
circumstances. The best defense against utopianism is the Protestant
doctrines of original sin and the total depravity of fallen man, and the
Christian character of the American people has done much to shield
us from the disasters of revolutionary movements.

That  is  not  to  say,  of  course,  that  utopianism  has  not
manifested itself in American history. From the very beginning certain
Unitarians  and  Freemasons  in  America  have  promoted  utopian
ideologies,  frequently  with  disastrous  results.  The  most  obvious
example of this is the insane abolitionist movement of the mid-1800s,
many adherents of which held the completely unfounded view that the
Negro  slaves  would  reach  white  levels  of  achievement  after
emancipation.  The  disaster  of  the  Reconstruction  era  showed  how
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foolish  this  expectation  was,  and  the  utopian  mania  of  the  racial
egalitarians largely subsided for another 100 years.

However,  the  founding  ethos  and  even  the  founding
documents  of  America  were  sufficiently  imbued  with  a  proper
Christian  understanding of  fallen  man's  inherent  wickedness  that  a
strong strain  of  anti-utopian  and anti-humanistic  thinking has  been
present throughout our history. The political attitude that produced the
Constitution understood man's strong proclivities for vanity, ambition
and greed, and accordingly constructed the American system in such a
way that rival individuals, factions and regions would counterbalance
each other and bring about a moderate state of harmony, which is the
best that can be expected in our current fallen state.
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21. The Cornerstone of the White Republic

On the occasion of Independence Day,  Richard Spencer published a
piece  at  Radix  Journal (https://radixjournal.com/2015/07/2014-7-4-
the-metapolitics-of-america/) strongly condemning Americanism. His
attack  is  typical  of  the  New  Right/Alternative  Right.  Spencer
criticizes  the  very  concept  of  republican  government,  claims  that
America was corrupt and doomed to failure from the very beginning,
claims that the American and French revolutions were essentially the
same,  and  offers  a  vague  defense  of  Ancien  Régime  hereditary
monarchy.

In countering Spencer's position, we can focus on a piece of
evidence that Spencer cites as an argument in his favor: the famous
Corner  Stone  speech  of  Confederate  Vice  President  Alexander  H.
Stephens. In reference to the speech, Spencer says:

“A century and a half ago, Alexander Stephens, Vice-President of the
Confederate States of America,  was faced with the prospect of  the
victory or annihilation of his nation and fledgling state in what is now
referred to as the American Civil War. 

In his greatest address, 'The Cornerstone of the Confederacy,'
he did not speak (mendaciously) about 'states rights' or any kind of
Constitutional legality. He instead cut to the heart of the social order
he was opposing. He stressed that the Confederacy was based on the
conclusion that Thomas Jefferson was wrong; the 'cornerstone' of the
new state was the 'physical, philosophical, and moral truth' of human
inequality.”

From this brief reference to Stephens, one might be led to think that
Stephens was opposed to the American Constitution and favored an
aristocratic  or  monarchical  government.  Nothing  could  be  further
from the truth, as we shall see by examining the Corner Stone speech
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(https://teachingamericanhistory.org/library/document/cornerstone-
speech/#doc-tabs-full) in more detail.

First  of  all,  it  is  necessary  to  point  out  that  Stephens  did
believe in states’ rights, and he even talks about it in this very speech:

“That as the admission of States by Congress under the constitution
was an act of legislation, and in the nature of a contract or compact
between the States admitted and the others admitting, why should not
this  contract or compact be regarded as of like character with all
other civil contracts liable to be rescinded by mutual agreement of
both parties? The seceding States have rescinded it on their part, they
have resumed their sovereignty.  Why cannot the whole question be
settled,  if  the  north desire peace,  simply by the Congress,  in  both
branches, with the concurrence of the President, giving their consent
to the separation, and a recognition of our independence?”

This  is  the  quintessential  states’  rights  argument:  the  liberated
colonies were all sovereign states that voluntarily entered a union, and
as such, they have the right to peaceably leave the union if they desire
to do so. It is hard to say if Spencer is being deliberately dishonest on
this point, or if he simply did not read the entire speech.

Other  passages  from  the  speech  reveal  that  Stephens  was
obviously an admirer of the original Constitution and of the tradition
of  Anglo-Saxon  law  from  which  it  arose.  Stephens  took  pains  to
convince  his  audience  that  all  of  the  virtues  of  the  original
Constitution  were preserved in  the Confederate  Constitution,  while
the latter  possessed certain modifications  making it  superior  to the
former:

“This new constitution, or form of government, constitutes the subject
to  which your attention  will  be partly  invited.  In  reference  to  it,  I
make this first general remark: it amply secures all our ancient rights,
franchises, and liberties. All the great principles of Magna Charta are
retained in it. No citizen is deprived of life, liberty, or property, but by
the  judgment  of  his  peers  under  the  laws  of  the  land.  The  great
principle of religious liberty, which was the honor and pride of the
old constitution, is still maintained and secured. All the essentials of
the  old  constitution,  which  have  endeared  it  to  the  hearts  of  the
American  people,  have  been  preserved  and  perpetuated.  Some
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changes have been made. Some of these I should have preferred not
to have seen made; but other important changes do meet my cordial
approbation.  They  form  great  improvements  upon  the  old
constitution.  So,  taking  the  whole  new  constitution,  I  have  no
hesitancy in giving it as my judgment that it is decidedly better than
the old.”

In  discussing  the  future  prospects  of  the  Confederacy,  Stephens
sounds exactly like the American founding fathers who posited piety,
virtue  and  patriotism  as  being  indispensable  to  the  success  of  a
republic.  Interestingly,  Stephens  contrasts  this  traditional  American
view on government with the chaotic nightmare of Jacobin France.

“Without intelligence, virtue, integrity, and patriotism on the part of
the people, no republic or representative government can be durable
or stable. We have intelligence, and virtue, and patriotism. All that is
required is to cultivate and perpetuate these. Intelligence will not do
without  virtue.  France  was  a  nation  of  philosophers.  These
philosophers become Jacobins. They lacked that virtue, that devotion
to  moral  principle,  and that  patriotism which  is  essential  to  good
government.”

Having looked at  all  the  ways in  which  Stephens  agreed with  the
founding fathers, we now turn to his disagreement with them. In the
Corner Stone speech, Stephens offers the following criticism:

“The  new  constitution  has  put  at  rest,  forever,  all  the  agitating
questions  relating  to  our  peculiar  institution  African  slavery  as  it
exists  amongst  us  the  proper  status  of  the  negro  in  our  form  of
civilization.  This  was the immediate  cause of  the late  rupture  and
present revolution. Jefferson in his forecast, had anticipated this, as
the 'rock upon which the old Union would split.' He was right. What
was conjecture with him, is now a realized fact. But whether he fully
comprehended the great truth upon which that rock stood and stands,
may be doubted. The prevailing ideas entertained by him and most of
the  leading  statesmen  at  the  time  of  the  formation  of  the  old
constitution, were that the enslavement of the African was in violation
of the laws of nature; that it was wrong in principle, socially, morally,
and politically. It was an evil they knew not well how to deal with, but
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the general  opinion of the men of  that  day was that,  somehow or
other in the order of Providence, the institution would be evanescent
and pass away. This idea, though not incorporated in the constitution,
was  the  prevailing  idea  at  that  time.  The  constitution,  it  is  true,
secured every essential  guarantee to the institution while it  should
last,  and  hence  no  argument  can  be  justly  urged  against  the
constitutional  guarantees  thus  secured,  because  of  the  common
sentiment  of  the  day.  Those  ideas,  however,  were  fundamentally
wrong. They rested upon the assumption of the equality of races. This
was an error. It was a sandy foundation, and the government built
upon it fell when the 'storm came and the wind blew.'

Our  new government  is  founded  upon  exactly  the  opposite
idea; its foundations are laid, its corner-stone rests, upon the great
truth  that  the  negro  is  not  equal  to  the  white  man;  that  slavery
subordination  to  the  superior  race  is  his  natural  and  normal
condition. This, our new government, is the first, in the history of the
world,  based  upon  this  great  physical,  philosophical,  and  moral
truth.”

In short, Stephens' basic criticism of the Declaration of Independence
is that it should have read “all white men are created equal,” and to be
fair to Jefferson, if one reads his more detailed writings on race, this is
surely  what  he  actually  meant.  While  it  is  true  that  the  founders
largely thought that slavery would or should be done away with, they
feared  the  ill  effects  of  racial  amalgamation,  as  these  words  from
Jefferson demonstrate: 

“Among the Romans emancipation required but one effort. The slave,
when made free,  might mix with,  without staining the blood of his
master. But with us a second is necessary, unknown to history. When
freed, he is to be removed beyond the reach of mixture.”
(The  Life  and  Writings  of  Thomas  Jefferson,  The  Bowen-Merrill
Company, 1900, page 383)

Stephens  undoubtedly  had  an  even  clearer  conception  of  racial
inequality than Jefferson did, but it is not so obvious that Jefferson's
proposal of emancipation and racial separation is in any way inferior
to the path followed by the Confederacy. Especially today, with recent
advances in automation, it is difficult to argue in favor of the presence
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of a servile non-white caste in a future white republic. The absolute
separation  advocated  by  Jefferson  (and  by many abolitionists  who
wished  to  resettle  emancipated  blacks  in  Africa  or  the  Caribbean)
seems to be the wiser choice.

It is also important to note that Stephens saw the Confederacy
as the first  government  founded on a mature race realism.  This of
course  implies  that  all  former  governments—monarchical  and
republican alike—missed the mark on this important principal. This is
certainly due to the fact that mature race realism only emerged in the
19th century. As a new scientific principal, race realism would take
time to be fully recognized, as Stephens points out:

“As  I  have  stated,  the  truth  of  this  principle  may  be  slow  in
development,  as  all  truths  are and ever  have been,  in  the  various
branches  of  science.  It  was  so  with  the  principles  announced  by
Galileo,  it  was so with Adam Smith and his principles  of political
economy. It was so with Harvey, and his theory of the circulation of
the blood. It is stated that not a single one of the medical profession,
living at the time of the announcement of the truths made by him,
admitted them. Now, they are universally acknowledged. May we not,
therefore,  look  with  confidence  to  the  ultimate  universal
acknowledgment of the truths upon which our system rests? It is the
first  government  ever  instituted  upon  the  principles  in  strict
conformity  to  nature,  and  the  ordination  of  Providence,  in
furnishing the materials of human society. Many governments have
been founded upon the principle of the subordination and serfdom
of certain classes of the same race; such were and are in violation
of  the  laws of  nature.  Our  system commits  no such violation  of
nature’s laws. With us, all of the white race, however high or low,
rich or poor, are equal in the eye of the law. Not so with the negro.
Subordination is his place. He, by nature,  or by the curse against
Canaan, is fitted for that condition which he occupies in our system.
The architect,  in  the construction of buildings,  lays the foundation
with  the  proper  material-the  granite;  then  comes  the  brick  or  the
marble. The substratum of our society is made of the material fitted
by nature for it, and by experience we know that it is best, not only for
the  superior,  but  for  the  inferior  race,  that  it  should  be  so.  It  is,
indeed, in conformity with the ordinance of the Creator. It is not for
us to inquire into the wisdom of His ordinances, or to question them.
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For His own purposes, He has made one race to differ from another,
as He has made 'one star to differ from another star in glory.' The
great objects of humanity are best attained when there is conformity
to His laws and decrees, in the formation of governments as well as in
all things else. Our confederacy is founded upon principles in strict
conformity with these laws.” (emphasis added)

Stephens  is  explicit  in  distinguishing  race  realism  from hereditary
aristocracy—a system that Stephens believed to be in violation of the
laws of nature. Thus,  the cornerstone of the white republic seems to
have at least four facets: conformity with the laws of God, the legally
recognized superiority  of the white  race,  the equality  of all  whites
before  the  law,  and  the  rule  of  law  as  guaranteed  by  a  written
constitution. I strongly agree with all four if these principals, while
Spencer apparently would only agree with the second of the four.

It  is  a fact  of history that  the states that most strongly and
explicitly promoted white identity (such as the Confederacy and NS
Germany) also strongly supported legal  equality  amongst  all  white
citizens. This should not be viewed as an accident. The monarchical,
Catholic  Iberians  who  settled  Central  and  South  America  showed
much  less  concern  for  racial  purity  compared  with  the  Protestant,
republican colonists to the north. I suspect that this difference is due
largely  to  the  nature  of  aristocratic,  feudal  government. In an
aristocracy,  the vast  majority  of  the  population  lacks  full  rights  as
citizens. Because white nobles viewed white peasants as occupying
such an inferior position, it was not of great concern to the nobles that
their  peasants  and serfs  remain  racially  pure.  In  a  white  republic,
political rights are based on a simple in/out judgment: either someone
was in the political community or outside of it. In a feudal aristocracy,
on  the  other  hand,  there  were  already  several  gradations  of
citizenship, which made it easy to add non-whites and half-breeds to
the system. Furthermore, nobility was a quality that could be granted
by a king and/or the Church, which meant that mixed-race individuals
could  be  ennobled.  Even in Tsarist  Russia,  a  full-blooded African,
such as Abram Petrovich Gannibal, could become “noble” and marry
a white woman of noble lineage—something far beyond the reach of a
white serf. In a monarchy, at the will  of the king a Negro could be
deemed a nobleman and fit to marry a white noblewoman, while in a
white republic like one of the southern states, a Negro “nobleman”
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would not be deemed fit to marry the poorest, most unchaste white
woman  in  the  land.  This  attitude  amongst  the  nobility  led  to  the
prolific  growth  of  mixed-race  individuals  in  the  Latin  American
colonies.  The  aristocratic,  pagan  Aryans  who  conquered  India
suffered an identical fate.

Protestant  colonies  in  North  America  (especially  New
England) had a very different political orientation, one that was much
more conducive to the growth of white identity. In fact, one can argue
that the understanding of race subscribed to by Spencer and other Alt-
rightists is of purely Protestant origin, which should be a source of
great embarrassment. More than an embarrassment, this is actually a
contradiction at the very heart of “radical traditionalist” nationalism.
On the one hand, the radical traditionalist condemns every aspect of
the post-Reformation West, but on the other hand he clings firmly to
the post-Reformation understanding of race that was developed in the
18th  and 19th centuries.  To be an ideologically  consistent  “radical
traditionalist” would mean rejecting 19th century race realism.

These  Protestant  colonies  possessed  constitutions  granting
equal  legal  rights  under the law to all  white  citizens.  Whites  were
inside the political community, while Indians and Negroes were not.
In the northern colonies/states this understanding was sometimes de
facto rather than de jure (mainly because the small number of non-
whites  made  firm  legal  distinctions  less  necessary).  In  the  South,
however,  the principle  of republican equality  met with centuries of
experience  with  large  numbers  of  non-whites,  leading  to  the  clear
racial understanding expressed by Stephens.

As for Stephens' prediction that race realism would eventually
win wide recognition, he was in a sense correct. Following a decade
of disastrous abolitionist “reconstruction” in Dixie, Southerners were
wisely allowed to institute a firm system of segregation that would
ensure  racial  purity.  In  the  late  19th  and  early  20th  centuries  it
appeared  that  many  Yankees  were  slowly  being  convinced  of  the
Southern position, evidenced by the growing popularity of eugenics
and racial hygiene in the North. In fact, had it not been for the sudden
and  absolute  subversion  of  our  academic  institutions  and
entertainment industry by Jews and Marxists in the 20th century, our
age  would  undoubtedly  be  marked  by  its  strong  and  clear  race
realism.
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It  is  important  to  ask  why  so  many  Alt-rightists  find  the
constitutional arguments about states’ rights so “mendacious,” to use
Spencer's term. I suspect this might be due to the fact that so many
“anti-racist”  fake  conservatives  talk  at  length  about  states’ rights
while simultaneously denying that race has any significance.  I freely
admit  that  today's  fake  conservatives  speak  mendaciously  about
states’ rights, but that does not invalidate constitutional questions. The
Confederates  saw constitutional  issues  to  be  so  important  because
white  Christian  civilization  values  objective  standards  of  law  and
justice. This is not an aspect of who we are that should be denigrated
or  abandoned.  A white  republic  must  be  based on justice,  and we
should  not  aim for  the  thuggish “master  morality”  of  a  non-white
gang which would make our own might the only moral law. Securing
the physical survival of our race without securing our traditional sense
of right and order would be pointless. Government based on a written
constitution  is  not  in  opposition  to  racial  nationalism.  They  are
complimentary.

We should  also  take  issue  with  Spencer's  view that  a  state
should not have an ideological dimension. Spencer writes that:

“...'the pursuit of happiness' . . . 'inalienable rights . . . endowed by
our Creator' . . . The great slogans and myths of 1776 and 1789 have
a quaint ring to them today. They hail from an older phase of the left,
and thus have become, as it were, 'conservative.'

These  platitudes  function  like  dogma  and  form  the
unexamined basis of political action and speech. This is most obvious
through a familiar  political  shorthand;  the  words  of  Congressman
Paul Ryan, America is 'more than just a place . . . America is an idea.'
(As geography is thrown out the window, so is race, people, culture,
history, and more.) Ryan's meme is reiterated across the spectrum—
from a rock star's urgings that Americans be 'one' with the world, to
the inaugural addresses of Ronald Reagan and Barack Obama. Much
of political discourse in America involves politicians accusing rivals
of not believing in the American dogma hard enough.”

Spencer  seems  to  be  saying  that  a  state  should  be  defined  by  an
ethnos, not by an idea. Once again, we see a false contradiction. A
state  should be both an ethnos and an idea.  Weimar  Germany and
National Socialist Germany had the same ethnos, but a different idea.
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If Spencer's own political vision came to pass, he too would see his
triumph as a great leap of ideological progress, and in his dreamed-of
white ethno-state, political rivals would certainly accuse each other of
not believing in racialist dogma “hard enough.” Arguing over ideas is
an intrinsic aspect of politics, not something unique to anti-racialist
proposition nations.

And finally, I point out the generally muddled and irrational
nature  of  New  Right  anti-republicans.  They  present  only  vague
arguments against deliberative and representative government without
offering any practical vision of what a return to the Ancien Régime
would look like. Are 90% of the citizens of the future white ethno-
state  to  be  peasants  without  full  legal  rights?  Will  there  be  a
hereditary monarch? Would the monarch be somewhat restrained by a
parliament,  or  would  that  be  too  redolent  of  egalitarianism?  It  is
inconsistent  and  dishonest  to  offer  vague  praise  of  monarchical
systems  without  addressing  these  practical  questions.  Alt-rightists
correctly see racial egalitarianism as a problem, but their reaction is to
promote  unquestioningly  every type of political  inequality  that  has
existed in the past. They reason that because the races are unequal,
therefore every type of political  inequality is good. They would do
well to learn from Stephens and come to understand that we should
only seek to recognize inequality where it actually exists, as in the
case  of  differences  between  the  races  of  mankind.  We  know  that
Negroes will beget children that are inferior to whites. On the other
hand, when it comes to peasants and nobility of the same racial stock,
there  is  no reason to  doubt  that  the child  of the peasant  might  be
superior in every ability to the child of the aristocrat, as history has
shown over  and over  again.  We must  respect  the  racial  inequality
ordained  by  God,  but  not  the  man-made  distinction  of  titled
aristocracy.
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22. The Origins of Christian Zionism

The Jews called for our Lord to be crucified. They declared that his
blood would  be upon them and upon their  descendants.  The Jews
persecuted  the  Church,  putting  to  death  early  Christian  believers.
Even after their temple was destroyed and they were scattered from
their homeland, they obstinately refused to hear the Gospel message.
Wherever they have lived,  the Jews have sought to undermine and
pervert Christian society. Given all this, the phenomenon of Christian
Zionism/philo-Semitism  can  be  mind-boggling.  While  all  of
Christendom  has  seen  a  softening  of  attitudes  towards  the  Jews,
American  Evangelicals  have  been  particularly  affected.  Given that
patriotic American Evangelicals are key to any traditional renewal of
our nation,  it  is of great importance both to examine the historical
development  of  Christian  Zionism  and  to  refute  its  unbiblical
foundations.
[NOTE:  The  purpose  of  this  chapter  is  to  show  the  historical
development of Christian Zionism, not to provide a refutation of this
doctrine. A detailed Biblical refutation can be found in my book Weep
Over Jerusalem, http://faithful-nation.com/wp-content/uploads/2017/
06/WeepOverJerusalem.pdf]

Christian Zionism did not emerge spontaneously in its present
form. Like many of Satan’s deceptions, it was woven slowly over the
centuries. Error was added upon error, until we reached the current
situation  where  Christians  have  turned  the  apostate,  Christ-hating
Jews into an idol, in many cases even saying that the Jews do not need
faith in Jesus to be saved. In order to better understand this heresy, we
must  turn  to  the  early  development  of  Christian  Zionism  in  17th
century English Puritanism.

In his paper The Idea of the Restoration of the Jews in English
Protestant  Thought,  1661-1701, N. I.  Matar  explains  that  Christian
Zionism emerged in the 17th century as a “novel” theological idea,
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and that in this early period, the conversion of the Jews to Christianity
was just as important as their restoration to Palestine:

“Three factors were seen to be instrumental in generating a hitherto
novel  principle  in  Christian  theology:  the  military  Turko-Catholic
threat  to  Protestant  Christendom,  the  Puritan  millenarian
speculations  between  1640  and  1660,  and  England’s  moral
responsibility  to  the  Jews.  During  the  sixteenth  and  seventeenth
centuries, the fear of Catholic Turkish military power led theologians
to believe that the Jews’ conquest of Palestine would necessarily be
preceded by victory over Islam and Catholicism. Consequently, they
supported  this  Restoration  as  a  means  to  their  political  end.
Moreover,  they believed that  such a Restoration would lead to  the
fulfillment of the Pauline expectation of the millennial kingdom; the
Jews’ Restoration to Palestine would inaugurate England’s messianic
age. Also by concentrating on Romans 11, these English evangelists
felt that they owed the Jews a debt which they could repay only by
converting them to Christianity and restoring them to Palestine. This
became the Englishman’s burden of responsibility to the Jews whose
rejection  of  Christ  in  the  first  century  had  allowed  the  overall
salvation of the Gentiles.”
(N.  I.  Matar,  The  Idea  of  the  Restoration  of  the  Jews  in  English
Protestant  Thought,  1661-1701, The  Harvard  Theological  Review,
Vol. 78, No. 1/2 [Jan. – Apr., 1985], page 115)

Then,  as  now, Christian  Zionism was tied  to  a  carnal  view of  the
coming millennium, and to the belief  that Jews can help us in our
struggle against Islam. There was a striking difference, however, on
the  question  of  Jewish  conversion.  Early  advocates  of  Jewish
restoration to Palestine held that the Jews had to convert prior to their
return.  This  view  makes  much  more  sense  than  that  held  by
contemporary  Christian  Zionists.  The  Bible  clearly  states  (Ezekiel
20:33-38) that only those Jews who have turned from their error to a
right relationship with God can return to Israel. Throughout the Old
Testament  it  is  clear  that  the  territorial  promises  to  the  Jews  are
conditioned on obedience to God. This difference between early and
later  Christian  Zionism  is  profound,  because  in  early  Christian
Zionism the Jews are not to be trusted allies until after they convert.
The  current  decline  of  Christendom  rests  upon  the  fatal  error  of
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thinking that the apostate Jews can be trusted. Christian Zionism has
always been mistaken, but it did not become truly fatal to the Church
until the necessity of conversion was abandoned.

However, even in its early stage Christian Zionism was still
dangerous.  When  Christian  Zionism first  emerged  in  England,  the
Jews  had  been  banned  from  that  country  for  centuries.  Christian
Zionism and  an  ignorance  of  actual  Jewish  behavior  were  largely
responsible  for  their  re-admittance.  Most  English  theologians  had
never known any Jews, and they thought of the Jews in exclusively
Biblical terms. That is, they saw the Jews as figures out of the Old and
New Testaments,  not  as  the  wandering,  Talmud-believing  parasites
that they had become:

“Few of the numerous writers had ever met a Jew in their lives; fewer
cared for the Jews as a community of a specifically  historical and
religious culture. Englishmen restructured the Jews into a worldview
that fitted their own Protestant ideals, and interpreted Jewish history
and aspirations in light of English self-perception. Even after 1655,
when Jews appeared in London, they were so few and unimposing
that English writers felt no need to change their previous perceptions
of them.”
(ibid., page 116)

“To their English hosts, the Jews were not an autonomous community
with a distinct ethnic history, but potential Christians and spiritual
descendants of Paul rather than Moses. Once the right circumstances
and inducements prevailed, there was little doubt in the English mind
that the Jews would renounce their Judaism and become as zealous in
their Protestantism as were the Londoners themselves.”
(ibid., page 117)

“When the Jews were sympathetically treated in print, this was done
in  light  of  their  hoped-for  conversion  to  Christianity  and  their
renunciation  of  their  religious  character  and  history.  If  'philo-
semitism' means…a positive attitude toward the Jews, then it is too
vaguely defined…because this philo-semitism was conditional on the
Jews' conversion to Christianity and their adoption of English culture
and identity. A more accurate description of the English attitude may
be obtained by distinguishing between the 'Hebraic' and the 'Judaic'
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response  to  the  Jews… Although  such a  distinction  did  not  occur
within Judaism itself, it certainly did occur in the English perception
of the Jews. The 'Hebraic' Old Testament character of the Jews was
cherished because it had anticipated Christ and the New Testament,
but  the  'Judaic'  character  (the  Jews  as  a  people,  the  Law,  the
Pharisees) was completely rejected. The 'Hebraic' elements could be
Christianized and were sympathetically adopted by the English; the
'Judaic' elements remained part of the old law and the old covenant,
not only opposed but also nullified. Thus, only after the English had
imposed the prospect of conversion to Christianity upon the Jews did
they respond to Jews positively; they called for Jewish settlement in
England or Restoration to Palestine only insofar as that served the
Protestant  ideals  of  Christian  England.  There  was  neither  a
sympathetic address to the Jews nor a treatise encouraging tolerance
that  was  not  explicitly  conversionist  in  purpose  or  'Hebraic'  in
emphasis.”
(ibid., pages 117-118)

The English expectation of mass conversion seems highly unrealistic,
and lack of personal experience with Jews does not fully explain it.
Surely the English theologians of the day were aware that Jews had
lived  amongst  Christians  for  centuries  without  showing  any
inclination to convert. But despite this Jewish history of obstinacy, the
English  thought  that  the  conversion  of  the  Jews  was  imminent
because English Protestantism represented a pure form of Christianity
which Jews living in Catholic lands had not experienced:

“Once the Jews walked in London streets, and exhibited a social and
religious identity, embryonic as it was, the writers who had zealously
advocated  their  return  to  England  awaited  the  fulfillment  of  their
conversionist  expectations.  The  Jews,  conversionists  believed,  now
that  they  were  in  the  midst  of  true  and  unadulterated  Protestant
Christianity,  would  quickly  profess  Jesus  as  Messiah.  Theologians
never tired of describing not only how vicious Catholics were to Jews,
but also how Catholic idolatry had invariably repelled the Jews and
prevented their conversion.  In Protestant  England, however,  it  was
felt that the Jews had no excuse.”
(ibid., page 120)
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Of  course,  this  English  hope  of  conversion  was  quite  foolish,  no
matter  how corrupt  the Roman church had become.  The Jews had
collectively rejected Christianity in the earliest  days of the Church.
The Pharisees and their followers had rejected Jesus during his earthly
ministry. What boldness it is to think that our own “purified” churches
can succeed with the obstinate Jews who rejected the Lord himself!
But  despite  their  initial  foolishness,  the  English  soon realized  that
their opinion of the Jews had been mistaken, something that today’s
Christian Zionists seem incapable of doing:

“But  the  London  Jews…sought  to  settle  in  England  not  to  be
converted  but  to  maintain  their  religious  practice,  and  to  do  so
publicly. They had no intention of becoming Protestants; rather they
aimed  to  preserve  their  cultural  and historical  identity.  Once that
attitude  became evident  to  Londoners  in  the  mid-1650s  and early
1660s, there was an immediate backlash against allowing the Jews’
settlement in England.”
(ibid., page 121)

“Seeing  that  the  Jews  in  London  did  not  convert,  but  rather
continued  in  their  Judaic  'unbelief,'  English  theologians  turned
against the idea of the Jews’ Restoration to Palestine. Indeed, it is in
this  period  that  the  first  detailed  refutations  of  this  principle
appeared.  Although  prior  to  1660  there  was  varied  and  serious
opposition to the idea of Restoration, it was only now, after the Jews
had settled in England but remained unconverted,  that  theologians
began to doubt the validity of the Restorationist speculations…Since
the Restoration principle was associated with conversion and since
the  hoped-for  conversion  did  not  take  place,  there  was  no  valid
theological reason to support the Restoration. Consequently, while
the  Restorationists  and  conversionists  propagated  their  ideas,
another  camp  appeared  after  1660  that  presented  a  detailed
refutation of the Restoration idea.”
(ibid., page 123)

The original  Christian Zionism emphasized the necessity of Jewish
conversion because Christians of that era believed that the restoration
of an apostate Israel would be an affront to God. Shockingly, many
modern  Christian  Zionists  not  only  celebrate  the  restoration  of
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Rabbinic and atheist Jews to Palestine, but they even look forward to
the  day  when  the  temple  is  rebuilt  and  sacrifices  are  once  again
offered.  The more perceptive  theologians  of the 17th century went
even further in their  condemnation of a Jewish return to Palestine,
clearly  understanding that  any sort  of  political  restoration,  even of
Christian  Jews,  undermined  the  traditional  understanding  of  the
fulfillment of Old Testament prophecy in Christ.

“New Testament scholars like George Hickes, Henry Danvers, and
Lancelot  Addison rejected  the  Restorationist  thesis  because  it  was
valid  only  within  an  Old  Testament  context.  Within  the  Christian
interpretation of the exilic prophecies any 'return to Canaan' would
necessitate  a  return  to  the  'Mosaical  Ritual'  and  that  was  not
theologically permissible after Christ. Indeed, wrote a Jewish convert
to Christianity addressing King Charles in 1662, the fact that there is
no Jewish government now in Palestine, neither law nor Sanhedrin,
leads to the conclusion that the Messiah must have already come. To
support  the  Restoration  would  undermine Christianity  because  it
would imply the nonfulfillment of the prophecies. That is why, he
added, Jews should be encouraged to convert. Henry Danvers, one of
the  most  important  anti-Restorationists,  emphasized  that  the
fulfillment  of  prophecies  in  Christ  completely  annulled  Jewish
political anticipations. All that related 'Carnally' to the Jews within
the  framework  of  their  religion-their  Abrahamic  descent,  tribal
allegiance, and attachment to 'their holy City or Nation'-was 'Typical'
of the Gospel fulfillment.”
(ibid., page 137)

A restoration of unconverted Jews would not be only an affront to
God, but also a threat to the English state. European states and rulers
of that era understood that their legitimacy was based on the Christian
national  covenant.  This  national  covenant  would  be undermined  if
Christians came to believe that Israel still possessed a unique national
covenant with God which no other people could enjoy. 

“Having had physical contact with Jews in London, some English
writers demonstrated intense hostility to their presence.  They were
appalled by Jewish adherence to the Mosaic law which they believed
had long been repealed by Christianity. They could not understand
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why the Jews did not recognize Jesus as the Messiah. Having been
subjected before 1660 to extensive writings on the Jews’ inevitable
conversion  and  Restoration,  theologians  were  shocked  that  such
expectations  were  not  forthcoming.  More  dangerous  was  Jewish
messianism, which challenged both New Testament doctrine and the
theological  legitimacy  of  the  English  state.  The  Restoration  to
Palestine without the proviso of conversion undermined Christian
doctrine and made England subservient to Israel.” (emphasis added)
(ibid., page 139)

“Jewish messianism”–the belief  held by apostate  Jews that the Old
Testament  prophecies  promise  their  return  to  Israel–is  the  default
view  of  contemporary  Jewish  Zionists.  Today’s  Christian  Zionists
eagerly  make  common  cause  with  an  ideology  that  17th  century
Christians saw as a threat to their Church and nation.

Having  looked  at  the  emergence  of  Christian  Zionism  in
England, we now turn to the spread of the ideology in early America.
Americans  were,  naturally,  heavily  influenced  by  their  English
heritage in matters of religion, while also adding their own distinctive
contributions.  Scholar  Robert  K.  Whalen  explains  how  Christian
Zionism in America developed:

“In  the  early  national  period,  religious  literature  abounded  that
foresaw the conversion of the Jews and the restoration of Israel as the
ordained  task  of  the  millennial  nation-the  United  States.  This
scenario  was,  allowing  for  exceptions,  socially  and  theologically
optimistic and politically liberal, as befit the ethos of a revolutionary
era. By the eve of Civil War, however, countless evangelicals cleaved
to a darker vision of Christ’s return in blood and upheaval…The deep
emotional link between America and the Jews, forged earlier amidst
an  ethos  of  millennial  optimism  and  national  messianism,  was
reinterpreted  through  the  immensely  powerful,  dark,  and  poetic
imagery  of  premillennial  apocalypticism.  Philo-Semitism  became
enmeshed among conservative religious and social values espoused
by  those  who  looked  to  the  Second  Advent,  not  social  reform,  to
remedy evils.”
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(“Christians Love the Jews!” The Development of American Philo-
Semitism, 1790-1860, in Religion and American Culture: A Journal of
Interpretation, Vol. 6, No. 2 [Summer, 1996], page 225)

The Christian Zionism in the early American period was very similar
to that of Puritan England. Like Puritan England, America had just
emerged  triumphant  from  a  great  military  conflict,  the  results  of
which  were  thought  to  have  world-historical  significance.  America
was seen by some as the millennial nation that would lead mankind
into an era of republican liberty. For many American Christians, the
hopes for the blessed future of their own nation were tied together
with the future restoration of the Jews to Palestine.  And,  just as in
17th century England, at this time there was still a strong emphasis on
Jewish  conversion.  According  to  Whalen,  during  this  period  there
was:

“…an  optimistic  philosophy  of  history  that  increasingly  identified
republican virtue with God’s incipient kingdom. The millennium, 'the
kingly government of Christ,' would begin in America. Naturally, the
Jews would be Christianized (for how could there be a Christian
millennium  populated  in  part  by  those  who  reject  Christ?) and,
naturally,  the  millennial  state—America—must  take  the  lead  in
converting  them  and  restoring  them  from  their  fallen  status.”
(emphasis added)
(ibid., page 228)

“If the devout Christian wished to hurry the millennial glory…then
feelings toward the Jews must center on the future (the millennium)
and not the past (the crucifixion). The Christian could not walk once
again  in  the  Garden  (a  restored  millennial  earth)  unless  the  Jew
walked with him. As warned [a contemporary] journal, 'The ultimate
triumphs  of  Christianity  are  in  a  measure  suspended  on  the
conversion of the Jews.'  Fulfillment  of  the Christian hope must be
realized in company with the Jew or not at all…
The  Jews  were  regarded  prospectively  and  not  retrospectively;  as
dear  and  future  partners  in  God’s  millennial  bliss,  not  as  guilty
murderers from a distant era.”
(ibid., page 229)
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Despite these optimistic hopes, however, early American Christians
did  understand  that  unconverted  Jews  were  depraved.  These
Christians trusted that Jewish moral defects would be remedied in the
coming millennial age, but for the time being, the Jews could not be
viewed as equals. Another similarity to earlier English Zionism was
that  most  Americans  had  absolutely  no  first-hand  experience  with
Jews.

“American Protestant philo-Semitism was, in fact, embarrassed from
the start by the reality that 'real life' Jewish-Christian interaction in
America was scanty indeed….[I]n 1819, the Female Society of Boston
and  the  Vicinity  for  Promoting  Christianity  Among  the  Jews  was
forced to admit, 'The Jews in our own country are inconsiderable.' It
estimated  the  American  Jewish  population  'at  no  less  than  three
thousand living in unbelief.' So sparse were American Jews that these
ladies  were  reduced  to  sending  funds  to  Bombay,  India—a  place
believed to have a larger Jewish settlement than any city in America.”
(ibid., page 231)

“Americans interested in the Jews dealt  with a purely hypothetical
commodity—the  Christian’s  Jew.  This  idealized  Jew  was  regarded
with  benevolence  leavened  with  a  large  dose  of  contempt  and
condescension. 'A number of pious ladies' shook their heads in 1820
over 'the deplorable situation of the Jews' and sighed that 'the moral
degradation  of  Israel  is  great.'  They  accepted  unquestioningly
centuries-old bromides, for of the Jews they noted: 'Their obstinacy,
their avarice, and their property are an astonishment to all nations.'
The supposed property especially seemed to gall, for it was gotten in
the  age-old  fashion  of  usury.  A  District  of  Columbia  Episcopal
magazine noted the Jews’ supposed abhorrence of honest labor: 'With
few, very few, exceptions, it may be said of them, they are no where
occupied in agriculture; they are no where merchants; or, if at all,
only on the most limited scale.' The result, naturally, was a chilliness
of heart on the part of the Jews, an obsession only with gold and their
own interests: 'With the politics of the world they have no concern;
and with the happiness or sufferings of others, little or no sympathy.'”
(ibid., page 232)
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“In 1823, the Reverend J. Sanford was apologetic about his solicitude
for  the  Jews,  explaining  to  his  auditors  that  the  Jews’ degenerate
nature was well enough understood:  'I know they are stained with
the  Saviour’s  blood,  I  know  that  the  fearful  imprecation  of
judgment still cleaves to them. I know that they are the children of
those who killed the Lord of the prophets, and will contemptuously
spit on the ground whenever his name is mentioned.' Nonetheless,
charity led him to add: 'It  is not for us to avenge the wrongs of
Christ.'” (emphasis added)
(ibid., page 233)

In short,  Christians thought of the Jews as depraved and hostile to
Christianity,  but  also  as  necessary  allies  in  the  coming  age.  We
certainly  cannot  fault  these  Christians  for  their  earnest  efforts  to
convert  the  Jews,  although  their  millennial  expectations  were
unfounded. 

A major shift in Christian Zionism seems to have occurred in
the  mid-19th century  (this  is  the  same time  period  which  saw the
spread of the philo-Semitic ideas of heresiarch John Nelson Darby).
Christian Zionists were gradually beginning to see the Jews less as
wicked  outcasts  and  more  as  glorious  priests.  They  increasingly
confused the current reality with the hoped-for future. The image of
the  redeemed  Jew  of  the  millennium  was  superimposed  over  the
depraved Christ-killers  who plunder and corrupt every nation naive
enough to grant them refuge. Together with this increasing confusion,
there is an ever more exalted role for the Jews of the future to play in
the  salvation  of  the  world.  The  Temple  priesthood  is  even  to  be
revived,  despite  the  fact  that  Christ,  the  perfect  high  priest,  has
already offered the perfect sacrifice:

“The transformed relationship of Jew and Christian in the coming
dispensation  was  spelled  out  by  David  Nevins  Lord,  a  wealthy
Manhattan  dry  goods  merchant  and  leader  of  the  New  York
millenarians. In 1849, he wrote: 'That people are to be raised to a
relation to him [Christ] of immeasurable dignity; and their office and
agency are to be most important elements in the administration under
which  all  the  nations  are  to  be  sanctified,  and  the  world  made
through an endless  round of  ages  the  abode of  righteousness  and
bliss.' It was Lord’s belief that the Jews would resume their role as
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God’s priestly people on behalf of humankind: 'The descendants of
Levi are to be the ministers of the temple, sacrifices are to be offered
in it, and all nations are to go to it to worship.'

Such views are far  different  from the scenario of  scheming
rabbis  and  distraught  Judaism  proffered  a  few  years  earlier  by
would-  be  Christian  benefactors.  In  1844,  a  gushy  Charlotte
Elizabeth enunciated the remarkable millenarian conviction that the
Jews were once and future kings: 'Though Judah has neither temple,
or altar, nor sacrifice … all the arguments of all the theologians who
ever wielded a pen, touching the supposed abrogation [of the role of
the Jews as God’s  anointed]  would be,  to  me, as  chaff  before  the
wind, in the presence of a simple Cohen-or Aaronite-even were he but
measuring me for a shoe.'

Mrs.  Elizabeth’s  'simple  Cohen-or  Aaronite'  has  little  in
common  with  the  'Unsaved,  unpitied,  unforgiv’n'  Jews  of  a  few
decades earlier. He is a figure of immense moral authority. Joseph A.
Seiss, whose leadership in the millenarian movement continued into
the  twentieth  century,  warned  Christians  that  'when we  come into
Israel’s  presence,  we  should  rather  be  humbled  and  solemn.'  The
prophetic destiny of the Jew was yet to be fulfilled: 'He stands in our
luxurious cities,  and before our churches,  as Jonah amid Nineveh,
summoning us to repentance and mourning.' Philo-Semitism could go
no further.”
(ibid., pages 244-245)

The Jew was now not simply equal to Christians, but actually superior
to them, his DNA apparently more precious than the Christian’s faith.
The apostate Jews, who have rejected the Messiah, are elevated to the
level of an Old Testament prophet, while Christians, who enjoy the
imputed  righteousness  of  Christ,  are  compared  to  heathens.  It  is
precisely this attitude, this veneration of Jewish blood, that is killing
our society.
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23. William Bell Riley and Fundamentalist Anti-Semitism

Christian Zionism is the great stain on the American Church of today,
and while this heresy was already on the rise in the 18th   and 19th
centuries, one does not need to venture very far into the past to see
that  some  Evangelical  Christians  were  well  aware  of  the  issues
connected with the Jews. Even up until the 1930s some of the most
prominent  Evangelical  leaders fully understood the Jewish problem
and spoke about it openly. (This puts the final Evangelical shift  to
philo-Semitism  in  the  post-WWII  era,  which  is  roughly  the  same
period  during  which  Catholics  officially  changed  their  attitude
towards the Jews as well.)

This chapter focuses on one such leader, William Bell Riley
(1861-1947). Riley was a Baptist pastor from Minneapolis who was
the leader of the “fundamentalist” movement of the early 20th century
—the conservative Christian reaction to the spread of Darwinism and
modernism in American culture. Riley was,

“...the dominant figure in American fundamentalism in the first half
of the twentieth century. More than any other individual, it was Riley
who, in the decade after World War I, marshaled the fundamentalist
forces into crusades designed to purify both American Protestantism
and American culture in general.” 
(William Vance Trollinger Jr.,  God's Empire: William Bell Riley and
Midwestern  Fundamentalism, The  University  of  Wisconsin  Press,
1990, page 4)

“Riley  was  the  founder  and  leading  spokesperson  of  the  World's
Christian Fundamentals Association (WCFA),  the first organization
that attempted to unite conservative Christians of all denominations
in an international association. An indefatigable polemicist, he was
one  of  the  most  active  and  effective  debaters  among  American
antievolutionists.” 
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(ibid., page 33)

To  the  surprise  and  dismay  of  polite  society,  today's  conservative
Evangelicals  share  many  of  same  the  ideas  promoted  by  the
fundamentalists (creationism, Biblical inerrancy, etc.), especially the
central idea that God will not continue to bless America as long as
Christianity is being driven from public life. However, unlike today's
Evangelicals, Riley and his contemporaries were not blind to one of
the central reasons why Christianity was under attack: the influence of
organized Jewry. Trollinger explains, 

“In the 1930s and 1940s Riley transferred much of his intellectual
energies  from  his  failed  fundamentalist  crusade  to  the  active
promotion of an anti-Semitic, conspiratorial interpretation of national
and international events.” 
(ibid., pages 62-63)

“According to Riley, behind the scenes of world events there operated
an  international  Jewish-Communist  conspiracy...These  plotters
sought to manipulate affairs in order to bring wealth and power to
themselves  and  chaos  and  poverty  to  the  Gentile  masses…Riley
argues  that  the  Jewish  cabal  had  as  its  ultimate  goal  'the
establishment of a single government...whose place and power will be
made secure by a reign of terror that will put to the most torturous
death any and every opponent; the plan being to exalt a few of Jewish
blood to honors and untold opulence,  and retain them there at the
expense of the world's millions.'” 
(ibid., page 72)

As part of his efforts,  Riley heavily promoted the  Protocols of the
Elders of Zion and supported the work of the leading patriots of his
day,  such  as  William  Dudley  Pelley  and  Elizabeth  Dilling.
Interestingly,  Riley's  anti-Semitism was completely in line with his
strong  anti-evolutionist  convictions,  which  led  him  to  be  highly
critical of National Socialist Germany.

“In 1941 Riley published the pamphlet Hitlerism; or, The Philosophy
of Evolution in Action, in which he described Hitler as the 'BEAST-
MAN' who was putting into practice Darwin's doctrine that 'might
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makes right'...In this regard, it is noteworthy that in Hitlerism Riley
did  not  even  mention  Hitler's  persecution  of  the  Jews.  Put  more
baldly, there is no indication here or elsewhere that Riley ceased his
public attacks on the Jews because he had undergone an intellectual
or moral transformation.” 
(ibid., page 79)

In an earlier chapter,  I explained that while traditional Americanism
certainly  does  have  many  outward  similarities  with  National
Socialism, there is also a fundamental divide between the two systems
due  to  National  Socialism's  essentially  humanistic  and  Darwinian
perspective. It is evident that Riley held the same view.

To  the  liberal  Trollinger,  Riley's  shift  to  a  greater  concern
about  the  Jewish  problem  cannot  be  based  on  any  legitimate
observation  or  experience.  In  the  liberal  mind,  the  Jews  are
completely blameless, so the roots of anti-Semitism must be sought
by psycho-analyzing the anti-Semitic individual. Trollinger  settles on
the theory that Riley retreated into anti-Semitism because of his own
personal failures (page 69). The true explanation, however, is found in
Riley's  address  The Jew and Communism,  which  was  delivered  in
October of 1936. In this address Riley gives an account of how he
came to hold his anti-Semitic (or as he preferred to say, anti-Jewish)
convictions. Riley explains how, in his own experience, the enemies
of Christianity and traditional Americanism have always turned out to
be disproportionately Jewish. He also recounts how his shift towards
an anti-Jewish position went against his prior theological convictions.
As a committed premillennialist,  Riley believed that the Jews have
not  been  completely  cast  off  by  God  and  that  they  still  have  an
important  role to  play in  the End Times.  Before reaching his anti-
Jewish  position,  Riley  even  spent  time  with  organizations  that
attempted  to  evangelize  the  Jews.  While  I  disagree  with
premillennialism (and hold it  to  a  large  degree  responsible  for  the
growth of Christian Zionism), it is to Riley's credit that he did not let
his premillennialism blind him to what the Jews are currently doing to
us.

In closing, I present the entire text of Riley's address The Jew
and  Communism.  The  address  shows  that  there  is  nothing  in  the
Evangelical Christian faith that prevents us from openly recognizing
and discussing the evil that the Jew has brought upon us. American
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Christians were more than gracious to the Jews who immigrated to
our country, and the Jews have repaid our kindness by attempting to
subvert our institutions and destroy the Church.

The Jew and Communism
October 1936 

[The following text is transcribed from original scans available at the
Riley collection at the University of Northwestern:
https://cdm16120.contentdm.oclc.org/digital/collection/riley/id/4894]

For  three  successive  Sunday  nights  I  have  been  giving  a  brief
dissertation  on  Communism,  the  first  of  these  -  “Shivering  at  the
Sight of a Silver Shirt,” the second - “The Red Shirt of Russia and a
Shirtless  Russia”,  the  third  -  “Is  There  Danger  to  America  in
Communism?”,  and now tonight,-  “What  Has the  Jew to do  with
Communism?”

A  Paper  entitled  “Anti-Semitism  in  America”,  a  Jewish
defender says:-
“Until  the  last  few  years  it  has  been  the  Fundamentalists  and
Premillennialists  who have been noted for teaching kindness to the
Jews and for persistently promoting the preaching of the Gospel of
the love of Christ to the Jews.”
This is absolutely true! I have been a member of the boards of the two
Jewish  Missions  of  this  city;  I  was  for  years  on  the  Board  of
Councilors  of  a  New  York  Mission.  As  a  Fundamentalist  and  a
Premillenialist  I accord to the Jews not only a great place in past
history, but also a major place in prophecy, or history to come. But I
also agree with another statement to be found in that same Jewish
Defense Paper, namely,
“The Word of God offers no quarter to individual Jews who may be
criminals.  There is no warrant for dealing gently with an offender
against the peace of society, because he happens to be a Jew.”
“Anti-Semitism” is a sadly misapplied term. If it means anything, it
means  “opposition  to  Abyssianians,  Arabians,  Palestinians,
Phenicians,  Syrians,  and  the  countries  of  the  Euphrates  and  the
Tigris; and everybody knows there is no such opposition. The term
adopted covers entirely too much, and in some cases is intended as a
cloak against all conceivable crimes.
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For instance Guilford and Liggett [journalists who reported
on  corruption  and  organized  crime]  were  brutally  and  cowardly
murdered. They were murdered in the same way and in all probability
by the same man [Jewish gangster Isadore “Kid Cann” Blumenfeld],
and in each instance by a shotgun. But, when two people, witnesses to
the second murder, testified as to the man they saw do the deed, it is
very poor taste to cry “Anti-Semitism” and try, thereby, to prejudice
the public against the justice that should have been meted out to a
liquor vendor Jew!

The  same  principle  applies  when  Jews  are  found  leading
Communistic  meetings,  as  in  Chicago,  heading  Communistic
parades,  as  in  Minneapolis,  directing  Communistic  banditry,  as  in
China, and murderous revolutions, as in Russia.

To be sure, all Jews are not to be held responsible for even the
attitude  of  the  majority  of  them;  but  when  a  large  proportion  of
people make no revolt against such leadership they must endure the
reputation  thus  created.  There  are  doubtless  many  Jews  in
Minneapolis, as there are in other parts of America, who are loyal to
our form of government, and all such will have no objection to what I
am about to say. I am happy to say that one of the finest defenses of
the  American  Constitution  that  I  have  seen  in  print  was  recently
issued from the pen of Josiah E. Brill, Jewish attorney of this city. I
would advise your reading of the same; it is a classic!

But  I  am expressing in  this  article  my own experience  and
observation with the members of this race. I disclaim all prejudice.
There  is  no  grounds  upon  which  a  Christian  could  have  a  mere
prejudice against a Jew. We adopt his Sacred Book as our own; we
give to him credit for having provided the Christian's Saviour through
a  Jewish  Mother,  so  there  could  be  no  religious  prejudice.  There
could hardly be a race prejudice since the Jews are a white race, and
the  question  of  color-difference  does  not  come  in.  Socially,  the
Gentiles have always offered to the Jew far more attention than he is
willing to accept; and politically we have given to the Jew in America
every right accorded to native-born Americans. 

Why, then, has he become unpopular in this country? It is my
profound conviction he has nobody to blame for it but himself. In this
connection  I  rehearse  my  own  experience  and  observation  in  the
matter.-
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My first  unfortunate  dealing  with  the  Jew began 25 or  30
years  ago when,  as  a  member of  a  committee,  we tried  to  find  a
common basis on which great portions of God's Word could be read
in  the  public  schools,  and  we  found  the  leaders  of  this  race  our
opponents at every step.

My second experience came in connection with the 28 debates
that I held in different parts of America on the subject of Evolution.
Scarcely one of these occurred within the vicinity of a University, that
there  were not  University  students  present  who tried to heckle  the
opponent of Evolution and who hung about after the debate was over
for  personal  disputations  in  defense  of  Atheism;  and  we  shortly
discovered that, in the overwhelming majority, they were young Jews.
My  third  observation  was  that  whenever  there  is  a  Communist
parade,  or  a  Communist  meeting,  the  Jew  is  present  out  of  all
proportion to his numbers in America.

My  fourth  observation  was  that  the  Jewish  secret
organizations of the country,- when you can get at their objectives,-
are too often in line with Communism; and there are few Jews who do
not belong to one or more of these organizations. 

To illustrate: let me give you a couple of passages from a local
organization  operated  under  a  national  one  with  headquarters  at
1225  Broadway,  New  York,  and  known  as  THE  A.B.C.  OF  THE
PIONEER WOMEN'S ORGANIZATION.

A dinner of Jewish women was held in Minneapolis and when
they left the tables, one of them inadvertently left behind the tract that
I hold in my hand on “What is the Pioneer Women's Organization?”-
in  which  it  states  very  clearly  that,  in  America  it  “participates  in
socialistic  activities  through the ballot,  through support of  striking
workingmen, through cooperative undertakings, etc.”
Another quotation from this same tract:
“The  Pioneer  Women's  Organization's  affiliation  with  the  Second
Socialist  International,  reaffirms  our  solidarity  with  the  laboring
masses of the world.”
Doubtless  this  tract  was  printed  before  the  4th  International  was
born, showing its Russian leanings. 

Still  further:  The  Gentile  is  hardly  to  blame  for  calling
attention to the fact that the present American Administration under
Mr. Roosevelt, - now almost uniformly conceded to be “pink” to say
the least, with a strong tendency to deep “red” - is to such an extent
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Jew in council, that leading Jewish magazines have boasted the large
number  of  their  people  now  in  places  of  power  under  Roosevelt
appointment. 

Again,-  It  was  not  “Anti-Semitism”  that  led  Disraeli,  the
greatest  Jew  that  the  English  world  ever  knew,  to  write:-  “The
influence of the Jews may be traced to the last outbreak of destruction
in  Europe.  An  insurrection  takes  place  against  tradition  and
aristocracy, against religion and property, and in the secret societies
that form provincial  governments,  and men of the Jewish race are
found to be at the head of every one of them.” (See “The Life of Lord
Bentick” pp. 497 and 498.)
It was not Gentile prejudice that led Dr. Oscar Levy of London, that
brilliant Jew, to say:
“We have erred, my friends; we have most grievously erred...We who
have posed as the saviors of the world; we, who have even boasted of
having given it 'the' Savior, we are today nothing else but the world's
seducers, its destroyers, its incendiaries, its executioners.”
It may be easy enough to condemn Sergius Paulus as guilty of forgery
since he is dead and not able to defend himself, but who will answer
Dr. Munzer, the Jew, and who will deny the power that was formerly
exercised  in  Prussia  by  Walther  Rathenau;  in  Germany  by  Balin,
Schwabach, Simon and others; and by the Rothschilds as the Kaiser's
adviser; the Mounds', Sassoons', and Isaacs' influence in England?
the Brandies, the Warburgs and Klein with Barnard M. Baruch and
Felix Frankfurter in America? 

Some  time  ago  in  a  Jewish  Convention,  resolutions  were
passed  warning  young  Jewish  students  against  their  too  vocal
expressions  favoring  Communism;  that  was  a  step  in  the  right
direction. 

But if the Israelites in America are to recover the comfortable
status  that  they have occupied  in  America for a hundred years  or
more, they can accomplish it in only one way, by seeing to it that the
multitudinous representatives of their nation who now engage in the
business of liquor selling, who now are found too often in charge of
sporting places with spotted records, who now crowd the halls of Red
Communists  and  head  street  parades  of  the  same,  and  who  now
appear before  School  Boards  to  condemn young Gentiles  who are
loyal  to  American  form  of  government,  and  who  object  to  the
distribution of loyalist literature, and who take so conspicuous a part
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in  the  administration  of  a  government  that  tends  to  government
control  and ownership  of  all  things,-  and consequently  a  possible
Russian  administration  in  America  in  which  the  soft  word
“liquidation” would displace the harsh but more meaningful  word
“murder” -  cease these things,  and then Anti-Semitisim, so-called,
will soon sleep the sleep of natural death. 

In other words, if the Jew has become unpopular in America,
a country that has received him with open arms, he has nobody but
himself to blame for that circumstance, and he alone can remove that
sentiment.

212



24. The American Race and the Fate of the World

Although we are often told that America is a “proposition nation” or a
“nation of immigrants,”  I  believe  that  I  have shown that  in  reality
there is such a thing as the American race. We are, of course, a young
race compared to the nations of Europe,  but we are still  a distinct
ethnic group with a unique history and a unique destiny.

Those  who  promote  the  idea  of  a  “multicultural”  America
would challenge me to produce a definition of what a true American
is. In response, I say that a true American is someone who can look at
the founding fathers and not be at all offended that they held Negro
slaves; someone who can look at the war between the United States
and Mexico, and not feel the least fleeting bit  of sympathy for the
Mexicans; someone who can read about the clashes between White
pioneers and Indians and root wholeheartedly for the American side;
someone who can think about the legal restrictions put on Oriental
laborers  in  the  American  West  and  not  feel  the  slightest  bit  of
injustice; someone who can look back at America’s public religiosity
and not feel that his own faith was unfairly excluded. In short, a true
American  is  someone  who  can  contemplate  the  essence  of
Americanism–the spread of White Christian civilization in a savage
wilderness–and support it with all of his being; someone who does
not see himself as an oppressed minority at any stage of American
history.

Following  this  definition,  we  can  see  that  “Americans”  of
African,  Mexican,  Indian,  Chinese  or  Jewish  descent  are  excluded
from the American race. The sympathy of blood and ancestry is too
strong, and it prevents these non-whites from ever affirming genuine,
original  Americanism with all  of their  heart  and soul.  Members of
these races will always view America as a flawed nation up until the
point when their own particular group was fully included.

Furthermore,  when  one  considers  the  amazing  success  and
power that  America  has enjoyed,  it  is  obvious  that  every uniquely
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American  trait  has  been found exclusively  among  White  Christian
Americans. American ingenuity, the love of liberty, the pioneer spirit,
the  unique  work  ethic—these  are  not  characteristics  of  non-white
“Americans.” Simply giving freedom and the American Constitution
to groups of non-whites does not automatically grant them the virtues
and  strengths  that  have  turned  America  into  the  world’s  most
powerful nation.

Having defined the American race, we come to the question of
this  race’s  fundamental  importance  to  the  fate  of  the entire  world.
America remains the world’s sole superpower. Our nation began as a
small group of pioneers struggling to survive in a harsh environment,
but from these humble beginnings we grew into a dominant  force.
Our military and economic might, which was built and maintained by
the  efforts  of  true  Americans,  make  us  the  decisive  factor  in
international affairs.

But how is this immense power and influence of the American
race being used today?

True Americans are strongly opposed to the policies of radical
leftists  who wish to build a one-world government  where sodomy,
abortion and wealth redistribution are enshrined as “human rights.”
But  the  political  impotence  of  white  Americans  has  led  to  our
government and our tax dollars going towards furthering this radical
leftist agenda at home and abroad. Our own effort and sacrifice are
being used to destroy us and everything we hold dear.

Why do we put up with this? Why do we, the sole source of
American power, allow this power to be used against us and harm our
interests?

Part of the answer is found in the complete corruption of our
society  by  the  Jews  and  their  gentile  allies.  Americans  foolishly
allowed Jews to enter the country in large numbers beginning in the
late 19th century, and in repayment for our kindness, the Jews have
aggressively organized to gain control of our media and educational
systems, and they have used this power to destroy the host that has
showed them such tolerance and friendship. Under Jewish control, the
American  race  is  like  a  chained  animal,  forced  to  perform for  its
master. We, who are the most powerful nation on earth, are made to
live like helpless slaves. We are disgusted by every effort of the left
and  the  colored  masses  to  destroy  traditional  Americanism,  but  at
every step of the way we are laughed at and insulted because of our
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beliefs. In the country that we built,  the Jews and other non-whites
live more comfortably than they ever have elsewhere, and in return
they mock us and demand the destruction of our way of life.

Given America's  dominance in global politics,  our assent to
Jewish  power  is  the  principal  reason  why degenerate,  leftist  ideas
have such success around the world. We have the power to control the
course of global events, but instead we allow ourselves to be trampled
underfoot in our own homes and communities.

The American race is the sleeping giant of the world, and we
must awaken and drive out the anti-American forces of Jewry. If we
do not do so, we will lose everything. The fate, not just of our country,
but of the entire world, rests on this question: can Americans throw
off  the  globalist  yoke  and  once  again  fight  for  White  Christian
civilization?
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Conclusion: Restoring the Pilgrim Commonwealth

When  the  English  settlers  first  landed  in  America,  they  found
themselves in a great sea of barbarism and heathenism. A similar sea
of  barbarism  and  heathenism  stands  before  us  today,  with  each
passing  year  bringing  new  depths  of  moral  depravity  and  more
foreign  invaders.  Some of  the  earliest  of  these  settlers  understood
themselves  to  be  pilgrims,  that  is,  temporary  sojourners  on  earth
whose true home was above.  This  faith  in  the  future  life  of  glory
sustained them during their hardships, and this faith, which is a gift of
God, was the foundation of Christian civilization in the New World.
Their faith assured them of another, better life in the future age, but it
did not drive them to retreat from this fallen world; rather, their faith
drove them to take dominion. 

Of course,  even the  America  of  the  past,  given that  it  was
made up of sinful men, was far from perfect. But the history of our
nation should cause us to be in awe of what God can do. God took a
heathen wilderness and, working through his people, he turned it into
a prosperous land where the name of Jesus was honored and exalted.
God has done these great things in the past, and he can do them again,
but only if we repent. 

As we work to  restore  radical  Americanism,  we must  once
again understand ourselves to be pilgrims. Every believer must look
to the eternal in the person of Jesus Christ and become dead to the
sinful world around us. Those of us who hold to the founding vision
of our nation must come to view ourselves as a remnant surrounded
by hostile savages. These savages are not only the recent non-white
immigrants, but also native-born whites who have rejected Christian
civilization  in  favor  of  barbarism.  As  this  remnant  preaches
repentance  and  grows  as  an  organic  community,  America  and  the
entire world can be changed. That such a revival would take place is
our sincere prayer to our Almighty Lord.
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